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The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Reverend James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

At times of conflict we pray for
peace; at times of violence we long for
serenity; at times of anger and hatred
we hope for charity and respect; and at
times of senseless acts, we pray for
meaning and purpose. O gracious God,
from whom all blessings flow, we plead
for Your peace that passes all human
understanding and we pray for the
comfort of Your presence in our lives.
Bless all who grieve, give strength to
all who suffer, and keep us all in Your
grace, now and evermore. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. INSLEE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

| pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the Committee of Conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 800) “An Act to
provide for education flexibility part-
nerships.”.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain 10 one-minutes on each side.

Will the gentlewoman from Missouri
(Mrs. EMERSON) kindly assume the
Chair.

HONORING YOSEMITE NATIONAL
INSTITUTES ON EARTH DAY 1999

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, what
a better way to celebrate Earth Day
than to honor the great example of a
public-private partnership known as
the Yosemite National Institutes, an
organization that provides award-win-
ning environmental education pro-
grams in America’s national parks.

YNI now welcomes more than 32,000
participants each year to its three in-
stitutes in the magnificent natural set-
tings of Yosemite and Olympic Na-
tional Parks as well as the Golden Gate
National Recreational Area.

Since its founding in 1971, more than
450,000 school children and adults have
experienced YNI programs. The part-
nership between YNI and the National
Park Service is commendable. YNI
does not receive government funding,
but performs a great percentage of the
interpretation in each of the parks
where it exists.

At YNI, learning occurs in an advo-
cacy-free environment. ldeas and val-
ues are not forced upon students; in-
stead, they learn important processes
of applying critical thinking to ques-
tions and choices that will confront
them now and in the future.

YNI is now celebrating 28 years of ex-
traordinary service. | commend all of
those who have contributed to this
wonderful program and its achieve-
ments.

SHARING RESPONSIBILITY IN
KOSOVO

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker, it
is time. Time to arm the Kosovo Lib-
eration Army, not send in ground
troops. Let Europe send in the ground
troops. It would cost less than one
night of bombing to arm the KLA, and
that is what we should be doing.

It is also time to indict Milosevic for
war crimes, and it is also time to rec-
ognize independence for Kosovo, and
NATO should support and defend those
borders.

I think this is something very impor-
tant, Madam Speaker. No doubt, Amer-
ica is a superpower, but America is not
the only power, and it is time for Eu-
rope to step up and take care of prob-
lems in their own backyard.

LEARNING OUR HISTORY LESSON
OF THE 1960°’S

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, it is
strange to me that doves and
peaceniks, people who dodged the draft
and protested the war, now want to
wage war in Yugoslavia, while many
defense hawks and former military vet-
erans are raising voices of concern and
objection.

As a Vietnam veteran, | cannot help
but reflect on the mistakes being made
by the Clinton administration with the
war in the Balkans. The White House
does not even want to call it a war;
they prefer the term ‘“‘conflict.”” Does
that mean our POWs are now going to
be called POCs?

There are some people who have yet
to learn the lessons of Vietnam. The

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., OO 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

H2275



H2276

use of limited air strikes can only ac-
complish limited results. We are wit-
nessing that right now. And having
politicians select targets rather than
letting military commanders fight the
war they know and are trained to do is
absolutely wrong.

When President Clinton first initi-
ated the air strikes, we were told we
would be in and out in a week or two,
and that bully Milosevic would be put
in his place. Well, now we are hearing
the administration say that we might
be in for the long haul, maybe ground
troops, an ill-conceived plan obviously
from the get-go.

The American people do not know
what to believe as this war escalates.
We need to learn the history lessons of
the 1960’s.

BANKING PRIVACY ACT

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, Amer-
icans are generally concerned about
their withering rights of privacy, and
my fellow Members will be shocked to
learn how at-risk those rights are in
regard to our banking records.

Serving on the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, | recently
learned that we Americans do not even
have the right to insist that our banks
not disclose our personal financial in-
formation, our checking account, our
savings account records to other com-
panies, and other companies want
these records so that they can market
and sell us products.

Madam Speaker, | believe that Amer-
ica ought to have the right to simply
inform our banks that those records
are private records of to whom we
write checks, from whom we receive
checks. What is in our savings account
is a private matter, and we ought to
have the right to advise our banks not
to share it with anyone.

To that end, Madam Speaker, | will
shortly be introducing the Banking
Privacy Act, which will give Americans
the right to simply keep their records
private, keep their private personal
lives to themselves, to give Americans
what they deserve.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

CONTINUING OUR FIGHT AGAINST
CHILD ABUSE

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Madam Speaker, when |
look at my young nephews, | see the
innocence and joy that only childhood
can bring. This is the time of their
lives that should be treasured and pre-
served. It saddens me to know that so
many children are robbed of this inno-
cence, or even worse, lose their lives at
the hands of abuse.
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Even while our overall crime statis-
tics have declined dramatically, child
abuse continues to rise. According to
the Child Welfare League of America,
five children and infants die each day
from abuse and neglect. This is five
children too many.

Last year | sponsored the Volunteers
For Children Act, a bill that was signed
into law by President Clinton. Volun-
teers For Children will help to protect
children in after-school activities from
being in the care of people with dan-
gerous criminal records.

This is an important step, but it is
not enough. We must attack child
abuse at every opportunity, by inves-
tigating reported abuse thoroughly, by
ensuring that children are not returned
to abusive environments that they
have been taken out of, and penalties
for convicted abusers need to become
much tougher. Furthermore, we must
ensure that children have safe places to
go whenever they are in danger.

Madam Speaker, as my colleagues all
probably know, April is Child Abuse
Prevention Month, and today has been
designated Children’s Memorial Day, a
day to remember children who have
been killed and to resolve anew to stop
violence against children. | would hope
that the spirit of this day and this
month will carry on, and that we can
increase our efforts to prevent these
terrible and violent acts against inno-
cent and defenseless young people.

WHAT AMERICANS CAN DO IN THE
FIGHT AGAINST HATRED AND
VIOLENCE

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, children are our future, and
as our prayers remain with the families
in Littleton, Colorado, in the shadow of
the conflict in Kosovo, it is important
that we acknowledge that we can do
something. Yes, we can offer our pray-
ers. We can commend those young peo-
ple who were brave and courageous and
helped their fellow students. We can
give our most heartfelt affection and
love to those who have lost their loved
ones.

But we can do other things. | want to
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
McCoLLum) and the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ScoTT), as we just passed
out of the Subcommittee on Crime
H.R. 1501, which would include inter-
vention on behalf of those children at
risk who need mental health services,
who are substance abusers, and who, in
fact, can be helped.

We need to stop the proliferation of
guns. We need to find out why the
Internet allows us to have instructions
to build bombs, and yes, we must teach
our children not to hate. | do not think
we can stand by idly and say we do not
know what to do, we cannot do any-
thing. We can lift our voices in prayer,
but at the same time, we can fight
against hatred, we can fight against
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the misuse of the Internet and guns,
and certainly we can help our children
who are disturbed and need mental
health services.

WORKING TOGETHER TO ACCOM-
PLISH GOOD ENVIRONMENTAL
POLICY

(Mr. CANNON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CANNON. Madam Speaker, | rise
today on Earth Day to introduce legis-
lation that will clean up a significant
environmental problem in southern
Utah: the Atlas uranium mill tailings.
This legislation will begin the process
of removing 10 million tons of low-level
radioactive contaminants from the
banks of the Colorado River.

These wastes sit just outside of
Moab, Utah at the gates of the breath-
taking Arches National Park where
hundreds of thousands of people visit
each year.

The Colorado River provides the sole
source of drinking water for tens of
millions of people in Arizona, Nevada
and California. These radioactive
wastes threaten that water supply.

Currently the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission has responsibility for
cleanup. My legislation will transfer
jurisdiction from the NRC to the De-
partment of Energy, where remediation
and relocation can begin so as to avoid
any further health risks and environ-
mental degradation.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation. Today on Earth Day, let us
put aside our ideological differences
and commit together to accomplish
good environmental policy.

PUBLIC PAYS FOR BAD
GOVERNMENT POLICY

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. MCKINNEY. Madam Speaker, the
Atlanta Task Force for the Homeless
in my home State of Georgia provides
funds for housing and other services for
the homeless in the Atlanta metropoli-
tan area. But an amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BARR) to H.R. 1073 would delay funding
to the Task Force and set a bad prece-
dent in the distribution of funds for
homeless services in the metropolitan
area.

This amendment creates an adminis-
trative carve-out that supersedes cur-
rent policy. In other words, this
amendment is aimed at microman-
aging HUD. And why would anyone
want to do this? Because the Cobb
Family Resources, an affordable apart-
ment community in Cobb County, is
run by the wife of the representative
who introduced the amendment and
who was able to get it passed out of the
subcommittee.

Madam Speaker, it appears that the
amendment is trying to give pref-
erential treatment at the expense of
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the needy in our communities. That is
what | call bad policy and bald-faced
personal service at the public’s ex-
pense.

O 1015
But then, what would anyone expect
from anyone who supports the Council

of Conservative Citizens, a modern day
Ku Klux Klan?

CONGRESS CAN GIVE OUR TROOPS
AND THE DEFENSE BUDGET THE
PRIORITY THEY DESERVE

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Madam Speaker, we
are beginning to see evidence of mili-
tary shortages everywhere. At the
same time, our military is dangerously
overstretched. We have fewer and fewer
resources and more and more missions,
many of them of dubious value and wis-
dom.

Less than a month into a small oper-
ation, the President is already calling
up 30,000 reservists. The U.S.S. Enter-
prise went to sea short of 400 personnel.
Today there are 265,000 American
troops in 135 countries. Our troops are
not being taken care of properly.

It is tragic that it has taken the war
in Kosovo to expose the total mis-
match between resources and missions
in the U.S. military: world policeman,
global social worker, all the while cut-
ting back dramatically and drastically
on weapons procurement, training, and
personnel.

This administration has not given
our troops the priority they deserve.
For 7 straight years, the President has
sent Congress a defense budget that
falls short of its needs. If Congress had
not added to this budget each year
since 1995, we would be in even worse
shape.

Kosovo illustrates the problem, but
we in Congress have the power to cor-
rect it.

LET US COMMIT TO ENDING PAY
INEQUITY ON “TAKE YOUR
DAUGHTER TO WORK DAY

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker,
today is ‘“Take Your Daughter to Work
Day,” and on this day Democrats call
for action to make sure that our
daughters can earn the same wages as
our sons.

As we go into the 21st century, pay
inequity is persistent and real. Today
women must work for 14 months to
earn what their male counterparts earn
in a year. We earn 74 cents to every
dollar that a man earns. In Illinois, my
State, it is actually worse. Women earn
only 70 cents.

Pay inequity hurts women and their
families. Women lose about $420,000 in
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wages and benefits because of unfair
pay practices. It is time to put an end
to this very real and costly inequity in
the workplace once and for all. Demo-
crats, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. RosAa DELAURO), and | am
proud to have joined her, have intro-
duced the Paycheck Fairness Act, H.R.
541, to help eliminate the wage gap
that still exists between men and
women.

When my granddaughter Isabel, who
is just 1 year old, enters the work
force, | certainly want to be part of the
solution guaranteeing that she makes
exactly what her male counterparts
make.

WILL LEADERS ADMIT A FAILING
POLICY IN YUGOSLAVIA?

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, Mi-
chael Kelly, the editor of the National
Journal, said, “It is not too much to
ask that the planners (of the war) do
not lie, to themselves and to the pub-
lic, about how their plans are faring.
And what is going on with the plan in
Yugoslavia is that it is failing, cata-
strophically.”

He added that: ‘““We started a war to
protect a people, and we know that, far
from being protected, the people are
being slaughtered and driven destitute
from their homes to starve in the
hills.”

Columnist Doug Bandow, in yester-
day’s Washington Times, wrote:
“. .. NATO’s blundering assault on
Yugoslavia has created every condition
it was supposed to prevent.”’

Even Senator JOHN MCCAIN said yes-
terday, “The NATO bombing was in-
tended to bring Milosevic to the bar-
gaining table. Most evidence indicates
this has had the opposite effect. Appar-
ently, he has greater support than he
had before.”’

We have made things many times
worse by our bombings. | doubt,
though, that our leaders are big enough
to admit that they made a horrible
mistake and that we should get out of
this war as soon as we possibly can.

SCHOOL VIOLENCE

(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Speaker, we
are always shocked and stunned by the
unexpected, unpredictable, the un-
imaginable. Perhaps that is why the in-
cident in suburban Columbine High
School in Littleton, Colorado, 2 days
ago has left us dazed and numb. But
should this incident have been unex-
pected?

In serene Springfield, Oregon, in
friendly, congenial, Paducah, Ken-
tucky, even in the home State of our
president, Jonesboro, Arkansas, in fact
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over the past 38 months eight other
major school shootings that have oc-
curred and taken lives of far too many
of our youth.

Very recently, in fact last week in
my home county of North Carolina, a
teenager 19 years old shot and killed a
deputy sheriff. Earlier this month in
my district, Vance County, North
Carolina, two twins 11 years old shot
their family, killed their father, in-
jured their mother and sister.

Madam Speaker, | believe we must
search for and find a prescription for
peace, both in our lives and in the lives
of our children. We should seek to en-
gage our youth. Perhaps each day we
should pause, put aside our problems,
take stock in our blessings. Each day
we should take time to make an extra
effort to go out of our way to be kind
to someone. We should avoid the dif-
ferences that divide us, and con-
centrate on the many common inter-
ests that bring us together.

We should get involved. We should
work together, confront the problems,
and seek to find a prescription for
peace within our families and with our
youth.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 1141, 1999 EMERGENCY SUP-

PLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
ACT
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam

Speaker, | ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill
(H.R. 1141) making emergency supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1999, and for
other purposes, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment, and agree to the con-
ference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, | offer a
motion to instruct conferees.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Obey moves that the managers
on the part of the House at the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the bill (H.R. 1141) mak-
ing emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1999, and for other purposes,
be instructed to disagree with the
across the board reduction of funds ap-
propriated with an emergency designa-
tion in division B of Public Law 105-277
in the Senate amendment, having the
effect of reducing by 44 percent funds
made available for counter drug activi-
ties, antiterrorism programs including
security enhancements at U.S. embas-
sies, Y2K computer upgrades, Pluto-
nium disposition and Uranium pur-
chase, the Coast Guard, Domestic Dis-
aster Assistance, Child Survival, and
other emergencies.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) will

The
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be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG)
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Speaker, let me say that in
the handling of this supplemental ap-
propriation, the Republican majority
in this House has given us a case study
in how not to proceed. It seems that
virtually every time we have an emer-
gency which this Congress is asked to
fund, we are being asked by the major-
ity caucus to do one of two things: ei-
ther to do nothing, or to blow up agree-
ments which had just been reached in
the previous year’s budget bill by find-
ing offsets to pay for emergency items
designated by the administration.

Madam Speaker, | would simply ob-
serve that if the provisions of the pre-
vious year’s budget were so easy to re-
format, it would not have taken the
majority party 2 months into the new
fiscal year before they got their work
done last year. The decisions that were
arrived at in the budget last year were
extremely hard to reach.

When the administration first pro-
vided its request to this Congress to re-
spond to the emergency events in Cen-
tral America with the greatest natural
disaster we had in this century, and
when they asked us to deal with what
is an emerging emergency in farm
country, at first the Committee on Ap-
propriations, under the chairmanship
of the gentleman from Florida, pro-
duced a proposal which would have had
the bipartisan support of this House. It
was an honest, practical, sensible way
to proceed. We thought we had a bipar-
tisan agreement.

Then what happened is that contrary
signals were sent from the House lead-
ership to the committee leadership.
They said no, throw out that approach
and identify offsets, so these items will
be funded on a nonemergency basis.

What the House did, in my view, was
to come up with offsets which could
not be more misguided if we had con-
ducted a seminar on how to make mis-
takes. So we were asked by the major-
ity party to eliminate funding which is
necessary for us to have on the table in
order to begin discussion with the Rus-
sians about how to secure plutonium
now in the hands of the Russians so
that it does not fall into the hands of
terrorists or rogue Nation’s, and |
think that is a pretty important initia-
tive.

Yet we are being asked to sandbag
the ability of the administration to
begin those discussions by taking that
money out. We are also being asked to
take out money which the Congress
had previously appropriated for call-
able capital to the international finan-
cial institutions, an act which has
caused our Secretary of the Treasury
to become extremely concerned about
the long-term instability which that
could bring in dealing with many of
our international economic problems.
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In my judgment, those provisions
were dumb enough, but then when this
proposal went to the Senate, we saw a
congressional version of the movie
Dumb and Dumber. What they pro-
ceeded to do was to suggest that we
ought to cut 43 percent from a number
of other items in the budget last year,
items which just a few months ago
both parties thought were important
enough to include in the budget.

They suggested that we cut, or the
Senate amendment suggested we cut
$973 million in funding to correct the
Y2K computer problem, which plagues
many government agencies, as well as
many private businesses.
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They suggest that we cut more than
$200 million from various antiterrorism
activities, including $9.3 million in
antiterrorism efforts of the FBI and $43
million from the antiterrorism efforts
of the Federal Aviation Administration
to prevent bombings and other acts of
violence against commercial airlines
and their passengers.

It cuts $288 million from antidrug ef-
forts, including reductions in enforce-
ment activities of the Drug Enforce-
ment Agency, the Coast Guard, and the
Customs Service. It would have us cut
more than $600 million for the improve-
ment of security at U.S. embassies
overseas just 1 month after the admin-
istration was chastised in three hear-
ings on this side of the Hill for not put-
ting enough money in that item.

I have seen people fall off both sides
of the same horse, but never at the
same moment. Yet, that is what this
Congress is doing by the actions that
the Senate is trying to take on this
conference report. It just seems to me
that we ought to resist what they are
doing.

We have an emergency in Kosovo,
and we are hoping that that will be
dealt with on a bipartisan basis. We
have also had an emergency in our own
backyard in the Caribbean with the
worst natural disaster that has oc-
curred in this century, and we are try-
ing to do something about that.

We are being told that we are going
to take 20,000 refugees from Kosovo to
try to relieve that situation, and yet
we face the prospect of having many
times that number of refugees inundate
our own country because of the eco-
nomic collapse that is attendant to the
natural disaster which occurred in Cen-
tral America.

Yet that funding is not being called
an emergency and it is being delayed
by actions taken by this House and the
actions taken by the other body. It just
seems to me that we ought to recognize
an emergency when we see it.

We cannot do much today about the
fact that the House has already adopt-
ed what | consider to be incredibly ill-
advised and misguided and certainly, in
the case of the Russian plutonium
item, a spectacularly destructive act.
We cannot prevent the fact that the
House has already done that in voting
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for the offsets that it has voted on. But
we certainly should not compound the
problem as the Senate amendment
does.

So, very simply, what this motion
does is ask the House to go on record
asking the conferees to reject that Sen-
ate amendment so that we are not in
the ludicrous position of blocking ef-
forts to fix the Y2K computer prob-
lems, that we are not in a position of
cutting off drug funding, funding about
which many Members of this body just
a couple months ago were posing for
holy pictures, trying to show who is
most for drug control efforts.

So | would simply say, | do not know
any reason why any Member of either
party would oppose this motion. We are
going to have strong debates in the
conference about the ill-advised offsets
which this House adopted. But | would
think that the House would at least
agree that the Senate amendments
which were adopted were at least as
equally ill-advised and would agree
that they ought to be rejected by the
conference.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the
balance of my time.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam

Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Madam Speaker, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and | agree on
the need to move this bill quickly. We
are dealing with a true emergency in
Central America.

Immediately upon recognizing the re-
sult of Hurricane Mitch, American
armed forces were sent to Central
America, and they did a tremendous
humanitarian job. They saved lives.
They pulled people out of swollen riv-
ers. They helped get people out of the
mud. They helped people get water
that they could drink, and they im-
proved sanitary conditions. The United
States military did an outstanding job
in Hurricane Mitch, but there is more
to be done.

As one of their good neighbors who
spent billions of dollars in the late
1970’s and early 1980’s to stop com-
munism from taking over that part of
the world, which was a successful ef-
fort, by the way, | might say, we now
have an obligation to help our friends
and neighbors when they are in a real
time of need.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) and | do not disagree too much
on what we included in the bill for the
obligations that needed to be met with
the funding that we did include in this
bill.

We did have some differences on
whether or not the spending should be
offset by reducing other accounts in
our Federal budget. The decision was
made to offset all but the military part
of this bill, and we did that.

We had already seen the offsets pro-
vided by the other body when we devel-
oped our bill. As the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) said, we dis-
agreed with the offsets suggested by
the other body, and so we developed
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our own list of offsets. The gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and | dis-
agree somewhat on some of those.

But, Madam Speaker, the important
thing is we need to get this bill mov-
ing. We need to get to conference. In
conference, we will have great debates,
especially about the offsets in this pro-
posal. But we need to get it done, and
we can’t get it done until we appoint
the conferees today.

I have no objection to the motion
that the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) has offered because | agree
with him. We do not agree with the off-
sets that the other body used. There
will be, as | said, some vigorous debate
on this issue. But, Madam Speaker, I
do not object to this motion today, and
I would hope that the House could ex-
pedite our consideration of it, and
move on to its next regular piece of
business.

Madam Speaker, |
balance of my time.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam
Speaker, | ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on this motion to in-
struct conferees and that | may include
tabular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
the ranking Democrat on the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs.

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
for yielding me this time and for bring-
ing this motion to instruct to the floor.

I am pleased to hear that the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations has no objection to the
motion to instruct and would not agree
to the Senate offsets. | wish he would
not agree to the House offsets as well.

The reason we are here having this
discussion, as the Speaker knows, is
that, according to the budget rules,
when there is an emergency funding
bill, an emergency supplemental, we do
not have to have offsets.

What is an emergency? Well, many of
us think that the greatest natural dis-
aster in this hemisphere in this cen-
tury, Hurricane Mitch, was thousands
and thousands of people losing their
lives, millions of people losing their
homes and their jobs. The economy is
wiped out in Central America. We
think that constitutes an emergency.
By any measure, it is more of an emer-
gency than most bills we have called
emergencies, most of the situations we
have called emergencies before.

It was our understanding, going into
the bill, that the distinguished leader-
ship of the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the subcommittee and the full
committee did not see the necessity for
offsets. But instructions from the Re-

yield back the
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publican leadership were to have off-
sets.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) has very eloquently described
the consequences of some of the offsets
in the House bill relating to plutonium,
relating to callable capital, thrusting
uncertainty on the international finan-
cial institutions.

But this motion to instruct is about
not making matters worse by having
the House conferees not agree to the
Senate offsets, which, as | say, would
only make matters worse.

So here we are in a situation where
ordinarily we would not need offsets,
but this time the Republican leader-
ship has foisted them upon the leader-
ship of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

We have a bill coming up soon for
Kosovo where | hope we will not have
offsets. It is hard to explain the incon-
sistencies in how we deal with these
emergencies.

We agree that we must move this
along, as the distinguished chairman
said. But in order to do that, we have
to have some very serious, mature con-
versations about these offsets.

I just want to convey to the House
briefly some of the consequences of
this delay that has been caused by this
debate on the offset, this departure
from the regular order in terms of
funding an emergency supplemental
bill.

Most of the world seems to have for-
gotten, because other events have
begun to eclipse what has happened in
Central America. It is the fate of the
Central American countries who suf-
fered the devastation of Hurricane
Mitch.

It is now the end of April, 6 months
after Hurricane Mitch struck, and none
of the sorely needed reconstruction as-
sistance has been approved by Con-
gress. This is an emergency. AID and
the Defense Department were able to
respond to the immediate needs and re-
store basic health and sanitation to the
devastated areas. However, in doing so,
they are using existing resources that
have been exhausted.

I associate myself with the com-
ments of the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), our distinguished chair-
man, when he talks and sings in praise
of the work of the DOD and the U.S.
military in Central America and their
assistance there. They are to be
praised; the situation would have been
much worse without them. We are very
proud of their effort.

But it is hard to understand why the
money going to the DOD does not need
to be offset, but all the other spending
on Hurricane Mitch needs to be offset,
again, another inconsistency.

To be more precise, several of the
major NGOs operating in Honduras,
such as CARE, the Catholic Relief
Service, and Save the Church are run-
ning out of funding, really momen-
tarily. The major Food for Work pro-
gram under way in Honduras has run
out of food to pay its workers.
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One hundred thousand small-scale
farms will not receive credit or inputs
for the first crop of basic grains, corn,
bean, and rice as the planting season
gets under way.

Planting season is now upon us, and
many farmers are without seeds to
begin their first major crop since the
hurricane. Low yields on the first crop
will of course continue the food short-
ages and increase the emergency food
requirements.

Over 2,940 miles of roads and 300
bridges destroyed by the hurricane re-
main unusable. No significant funding
has been provided to begin this rebuild-
ing. Without funds for infrastructure
or agricultural recovery, the over
100,000 laborers displaced by the hurri-
cane will remain unemployed or under-
employed. This increases pressure on
migration to the U.S.

Roughly 200,000 school kids have no
schools or are managing in open-air fa-
cilities. Over 1,700 schools were de-
stroyed by the hurricane, and little
funding to rebuild them has been made
available.

Over 700 health clinics, providing the
most basic of health services to the im-
poverished area, were destroyed. The
chances for the recurrence or the
spread of epidemics for malaria, chol-
era and dengue fever increases as the
recovery of health systems delayed.

Congress needs to act now to make
this funding available. It is in fact long
overdue. We want an economic recov-
ery in Central America. We do need to
provide some assistance to spur that
along. We should be doing it without
offsets. Certainly we should do it with-
out the Senate offsets.

It is in that regard that | once again
commend the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) for his leadership in
bringing this very enlightened motion
to instruct to the floor, and I am de-
lighted that the distinguished gen-
tleman (Mr. YOUNG) has no objection to
it.

Let us move forward, keep our prom-
ises to our Latin American neighbors
and relieve their plight as we move for-
ward. We must move now.

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
the ranking Democrat on the Sub-
committee on Treasury, Postal Service
and General Government.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) for yielding me the time,
and | rise in support, very strong sup-
port of this motion to instruct. | am
not surprised that the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) is not objecting to
this motion, and | congratulate the
chairman on his leadership.

I want to associate myself with the
remarks both that the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) made earlier and
that the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI) has just made.

With respect to offsets and with re-
spect to the necessity to move the sup-
plemental as quickly as possible both
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for our farmers and for those victims of
Mitch, we have, as the gentlewoman in-
dicated, and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) and the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) may have
referenced as well, some 800,000-plus
people.

We see the pictures of refugees in Al-
bania and in Macedonia being created
by the violence and, from my perspec-
tive, war crimes being committed by
the Milosevic army. But having said
that, we also know that there are other
reasons to support this motion to in-
struct.
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I want to specifically refer to the
Y2K emergency fund that was put in,
the supplemental that we proposed last
year, or the omnibus bill we appro-
priated last year, some $2.25 billion for
nondefense agencies to make sure their
critical computer systems are Year
2000 compliant. The motion that the
Senate adopted would cut that by 44
percent. Quite obviously, that would
have a devastating effect on all the
other programs, but as well on the
Y2K, which all of us, all of us, admit is
an emergency.

There is not a day that goes by that
we do not hear on our televisions or
our radio or read in our newspapers
about the issue of Y2K. Are we, on De-
cember 31 of 1999, going to have our
computer systems, which are involved
in almost everything we rely on on a
daily basis, going to recognize the
change and be able to ensure that the
systems remain operative as they
should? Obviously most critical, | sup-
pose, with the FAA airplanes flying,
but to so many other systems, large
and small.

On the Subcommittee on Treasury,
Postal Service, and General Govern-
ment of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, we tried in a bipartisan manner
to enact the critical appropriation as
an emergency fiscal year 1998 supple-
mental. But we were continually told
by the leadership to wait until the end
of the year. Unfortunately, now the
Senate has waited until well into the
fiscal year and are proposing a 44 per-
cent cut.

Madam Speaker, | am hopeful that
not only will this motion to instruct
prevail, which | presume it is going to,
but also that the Senate, in conference,
will see the wisdom of this motion to
instruct and will not only reconsider
this amendment to cut by 44 percent
those supplemental funds but will, in
addition, also see the necessity, the
emergency of reconsidering their re-
quirement for offsets. And that on
those matters that are truly emer-
gency, which we believe the supple-
mental is, we will move ahead without
political rancor, without debate about
offsets, to see that our farmers, those
ravaged by an act of God such as
Mitch, and those as well ravaged by
war and by genocide will all be given
the help of this Nation and of our peo-
ple as quickly as possible.
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Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself 3 minutes.

Let me simply say in closing, Madam
Speaker, that | think this Congress
needs to recognize that we are facing a
genuine emergency in the consider-
ation of this bill. A bunch of people
wearing suits on the floor of the House
of Representatives, or sport coats,
might not think that there is an emer-
gency in farm country, but real live
dirt farmers see the fact that world
farm prices are at near record low lev-
els; they see that commercial lenders
are refusing to extend the credit that is
necessary in many instances for farm-
ers to proceed with planting; and they
understand why the President thought
that this was an emergency and so des-
ignated it.

I would simply note that it is now
the latter part of April and we are just
now talking about going to conference
on this legislation. It is getting dan-
gerously late for those American farm-
ers. And | would say the situation in
Central America is also pressing.

Now, many people will ask why
should we provide emergency funding
because of the Hurricane Mitch prob-
lems in Central America. | would sim-
ply make the following observation.

We spent almost $9 billion in coun-
tering what we thought was a military
threat in Central America through the
funding of the Contras, through the
funding of military aid and economic
aid to El Salvador and a number of
other Central American countries when
they were having military problems.
But we now run the danger of ignoring
what is happening in that region at a
time when something is going on which
is just as destabilizing and in fact
could be more so than the military
confrontations that were taking place
just a few short years ago.

Polls have shown that almost 10 per-
cent of the population of Honduras,
Nicaragua and El Salvador are think-
ing about leaving their countries and
moving north because of the devasta-
tion caused by that hurricane. If that
happens, we could see over a million
people trying to work their way up, ei-
ther legally or illegally, into this coun-
try. If people have a choice of simply
standing in the rain or walking in the
rain, they are going to start walking
north. That could cost this country as
much as $7,000 a child for every child
who comes into this country.

And so it seems to me even if we do
not want to focus on the humanitarian
obligations we have to our neighbors,
it seems to me at least we have a self-
interest reason for moving this legisla-
tion on and recognizing it for the emer-
gency that it really is.

I would urge adoption of the amend-
ment and a recognition that, in gen-
eral, the offsets which are being pro-
posed both by this body and the other
body are ill-advised, counter-
productive, and in some cases down-
right dangerous.

Madam Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
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TUR), the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time and want to thank him for
his leadership on bringing this motion
to the House.

| felt compelled to speak on this be-
cause of the condition of rural America
and the fact that again we are encoun-
tering delay in the consideration of
this legislation; more amendments
being offered in the other body, slowing
down a very important supplemental
package that contains many items re-
lating to assistance for Central Amer-
ica and Hurricane Mitch, but equally
important for the farmers here in this
country.

There is a literal depression that is
affecting our country from coast to
coast among people who are hard-work-
ing, taxpaying Americans, and this
Congress is incapable of clearing a bill
quickly to help the American people
who so desperately need it.

I find it completely ironic that now
we here in the House have to instruct
the conferees to go back to the other
body and say, no, we do not want this
amendment either because they are
dipping into cuts in other accounts
that deal with Y2K and other pro-
grams, but tucked under all of that is
this giant need in rural America where
farmers are being put at the end of the
line waiting as Congress dithers more,
is unable to reach any kind of conclu-
sion, and we have to have more delays.

So, to me, | will support the motion
to instruct simply as an act of protest
against the inability of this institution
to protect the American people’s inter-
ests. Frankly, I am very much inter-
ested in us being internationally in-
volved and doing what is responsible
elsewhere, but the point is that rural
America is in depression and we are
acting like nothing is happening.

I just wish every tractor would come
back to Washington and surround this
place and make the leadership of this
institution and the other body respon-
sible for what is happening. Farm in-
come is going to drop another 20 per-
cent this year. USDA has used up all of
its emergency loan authority. Credit is
not being extended this spring. Seed
companies back home are holding debt
from last year.

Now is planting season, my col-
leagues. Spring has been in existence
for over a month now and we cannot
bring a bill out of this Congress. Where
is the leadership of this institution and
the other body in trying to meet the
real needs of the American people,
which are urgent? For the life of me |
do not understand. To me, it is a dis-
grace that we have to debate these
kinds of amendments that are being
loaded on over in the Senate and not
clear that portion of the bill which is
so desperately needed by our own peo-
ple.
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I want to thank the ranking member
on our full committee, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), whose
State is as heavily affected as my own,
as well as every other Member here
who understands the pain of the rural
countryside today, what has happened
to prices, as we sit here on our
haunches and are unable to clear a bill.
I ask again, where is the leadership in
this body and in the other one to recog-
nize the pain of the rural countryside?

Please support the motion to in-
struct and, more importantly, disgorge
the farm portion of this bill and get it

moving.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam
Speaker, having been led to believe

there was not to be any debate on this
motion, | yielded back my time. But at
this time | ask unanimous consent that
I may reclaim my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

| did believe that we were not to have
any debate here so that we could expe-
dite this motion and get on with the
rest of the business of the House. But |
would like to respond again, as | said
earlier, we did not agree with the Sen-
ate offsets in the bill. That is why | am
willing to support this motion that
does not agree with the Senate offsets.
There has been sufficient leadership in
the House on this measure to move this
to conference, and we will move it to
conference quickly.

The gentlewoman is right, there has
been a little bit of a delay on the part
of the other body. | met with the ma-
jority leader of the Senate yesterday
and discussed that issue and we are
prepared to move expeditiously.

There will be differences, even among
those of us who are conferees, on the
House offsets. But what | have to tell
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle, we made a determination that we
were going to, except for true national
defense emergencies, offset the spend-
ing bills.

Now, when we dealt with disasters in
our own country just a few years back,
we offset the money that we spent for
those disasters. In fact, one of the
sources for those offsets was one of the
offsets that the other side objects to
now.

So we will work this out, but I would
hope that we would keep this from be-
coming a partisan political issue. | am
attempting to move the appropriations
bills in such a way that they relate to
the needs of the country and to move
them as expeditiously as possible under
the House rules.

So we are prepared to do this, and we
are prepared to accept this motion
today. | would suggest that | am ready
to vote if the gentleman from Wis-
consin is ready to vote.

Madam Speaker, |
balance of my time.

reserve the
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Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself 3 minutes.

I am informed now that | have one
additional request for time, and then
that will be the last person | yield to
on this side on this issue.

I just think the record is clear and
we need to be reminded of it. This side
has not made this supplemental a par-
tisan issue. This side made clear to the
gentleman that we were willing to sup-
port, on a bipartisan basis, his initial
recommendations that he intended to
make to the committee and to the
House on how we ought to proceed on
this supplemental, because the gen-
tleman did correctly recognize that
this was an emergency which should be
funded on an emergency basis.

It was then the gentleman’s caucus
or his leadership, | am not sure which,
who then instructed the majority side
of the Committee on Appropriations to
take a different route and, instead of
seeking common ground with the
President and us on this issue, they
produced a proposal which they knew
we would not buy.

I am sorry, but | believe it is down-
right stupid and dangerous for us to
take off the table the money which we
need in order to negotiate a settlement
with the Russians that will remove the
possibility that weapons-grade pluto-
nium, which is now in their hands, will
be diverted to other far more dan-
gerous hands.
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It is stupid and ridiculous for this
House to take that position, and yet
that is one of the offsets that this
House decided to impose on the Presi-
dent. At the very time that we are
talking about trying to get the Rus-
sians to help in solving the Yugoslav
mess, they are yanking off the table
the principal carrot that we have to
reach agreement on the disposal of the
most dangerous material in the uni-
verse.

Now, there is nothing partisan about
that, but there is something very stu-
pid about it. And that is why we are op-
posed to what the House did. We regret
the fact that a proposal, which started
out to be bipartisan because of the wise
and correct judgments of the gen-
tleman, have now been turned into
something else by the determination of
the Republican leadership of this House
to have yet another unnecessary fight
with the President.

Madam Speaker, | yield 1 minute to
the distinguished gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Let me just say in the 1 minute that
I have, this is in the national interest
of the United States. Forget about
being humanitarian and helping Cen-
tral Americans, which we want to do.

Do we want to see a million people
who have no home and no place to
work and have nothing to lose? They
will come north; that is their mission
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if they have no opportunity, no hope.
Do we want to see disease spread? It
will spread north. Do we want to see
the drug cartels take over regions that
otherwise have no other hope? They
will do that.

It is in the national interest of the
United States to provide this funding,
to have done so already. The rainy sea-
son starts. A million people who have
nothing to lose. It is in the national in-
terest of the United States to do this.

But our Republican friends have pro-
posed those provisions that are impos-
sible to accept as offsets to the supple-
mental. Imagine in the Senate having
domestic drug programs cut at a time
that the drug cartels are even moving
more forcefully forward.

So | support the amendment of the
gentleman, but our cause and our case
is that this is an emergency. We have
got a million people right to the south
of us and they need help now and we
are languishing with this. We need to
move it and move it now.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

I would like to suggest that if the
worst thing the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) calls me during the
balance of the appropriations process
this year is stupid, | will be happy be-
cause there are other things that will
be mentioned.

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, | did not
call him stupid, and | do not believe
him to be stupid. | called the action
taken by this House stupid, and | stand
by that statement.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam
Speaker, reclaiming my time, | must
respond that offsetting spending when
we are trying to balance the Federal
budget is not stupid. When we have a
national debt that has debt service
that is equal to or exceeds what we in-
vest in our only national security, it is
not stupid to try to do something
about that debt and to try to balance
the budget.

And if we are going to spend on one
hand without taking the budget into a
deficit situation, we have got to take it
away somewhere else. And we cannot
go visiting around the world dropping
off commitments for money for one
thing or another without even con-
sulting with the Congress and expect
the Congress to just pay the bill when
it gets here.

Now, that is not partisan either.
What it is is trying to be responsible
and keep the commitment that all of
us have made.

I do not know of anyone, there may
be one or two, that have said we should
not balance the budget. But everyone
that | know in this House has com-
mitted themselves to a balanced budg-
et. And you cannot balance the budget
by continuing to spend. So we take
some of the items that are not quite as



H2282

important as responding to the disaster
and we offset them.

Now let me mention what the offset
was that the gentleman is so upset
about. We used as an offset callable
capital to the World Bank, callable
capital which has not been called in
over 20 years and that is not even im-
portant, but callable capital which was
the same source that was used in this
House to offset a disaster appropria-
tions bill. For a disaster in the United
States in the western part of our coun-
try, we used callable capital as the off-
set.

I know the gentlewoman is shaking
her head, but the fact is, the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD has it on record and in-
dicates who voted for that amendment
by our friend and previous colleague
from California (Mr. Fazio) to reduce
the callable capital for the World Bank
by the amount needed to offset that
bill.

Now, if that consistency was men-
tioned before, if we are going to be con-
sistent, if callable capital as an offset
was okay now, why is it not okay now?

So | think, Madam Speaker, that we
have what | think Harry Truman called
a red herring, but we are going to de-
bate these issues in conference and we
will come to a resolution and this bill
will be provided.

We are not withholding the imme-
diate emergency support that was
needed in Central America. We did that
already. We sent troops and they took
care of the immediate emergency re-
quirements.

So, anyway, despite all of this debate
and despite this argument, | still sup-
port the motion made by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), and
I say we get on about our business and
get into conference and settle this bill.

Madam Speaker, | yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 414, nays 0,
not voting 19, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 96]
YEAS—414
Abercrombie Archer Baldacci
Ackerman Armey Baldwin
Aderholt Bachus Ballenger
Allen Baird Barcia
Andrews Baker Barr

Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English

Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson

Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
Mclintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
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Rivers Shuster Tiahrt
Rodriguez Simpson Tierney
Roemer Sisisky Toomey
Rogan Skeen Traficant
Rogers Skelton Turner
Rohrabacher Slaughter Udall (CO)
Ros-Lehtinen Smith (M) Udall (NM)
Rothman Smith (NJ) Upton
Roukema Smith (TX) Velazquez
Roybal-Allard Smith (WA) Vento
Royce Snyder Visclosky
Rush Souder Walden
Ryan (WI) Spence Walsh
Ryun (KS) Spratt Wamp
Sabo Stabenow Waters
Salmon Stark Watkins
Sanchez Stearns Watt (NC)
Sanders Stenholm Watts (OK)
Sandlin Strickland Waxman
Sanford Stump Weldon (FL)
Sawyer Stupak Weldon (PA)
Scarborough Sununu Weller
Schaffer Sweeney Wexler
Schakowsky Talent Weygand
Scott Tauscher Whitfield
Sensenbrenner Tauzin Wicker
Serrano Taylor (MS) Wilson
Sessions Taylor (NC) Wise
Shadegg Terry Wolf
Shaw Thomas Woolsey
Shays Thompson (CA) Wu
Sherman Thompson (MS) Wynn
Sherwood Thornberry Young (AK)
Shimkus Thune Young (FL)
Shows Thurman

NOT VOTING—19
Bonilla Lewis (GA) Saxton
Brown (CA) Linder Tancredo
Brown (FL) McKeon Tanner
Engel Moore Towns
Ford Nussle Weiner
Hastings (FL) Radanovich
Kasich Rahall
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So the motion to instruct was agreed

to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

Stated for:

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday,
April 22, 1999, | was unable to record a vote
by electronic device on roll No. 96. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea” on roll No.
96.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BOEHNER). Without objection, the Chair
appoints the following conferees:
Messrs. YoOuNG of Florida, REGULA,
LEwis of California, PORTER, ROGERS,
SKEEN, WOLF, KOLBE, PACKARD, CAL-
LAHAN, WALSH, TAYLOR of North Caro-
lina, HOBSON, OBEY, MURTHA, DICKS,
SABO, HOYER, MOLLOHAN, Ms. KAPTUR,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SERRANO and Mr. PAs-
TOR.

There was no objection.

O 1130
BEACHES ENVIRONMENTAL AS-
SESSMENT, CLEANUP AND

HEALTH ACT OF 1999

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 145, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 145

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
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Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 999) to amend
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to
improve the quality of coastal recreation wa-
ters, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. Gen-
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and
shall not exceed one hour equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be in order to consider as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure now printed in the bill. Each sec-
tion of the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute shall be considered as
read. Before consideration of any other
amendment it shall be in order to consider
the amendment printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution, if offered by Representative Shuster
or his designee. That amendment shall be
considered as read, may amend portions of
the bill not yet read for amendment, shall be
debatable for 10 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amendment, and
shall not be subject to a demand for division
of the question in the House or in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. After disposition of
that amendment, the provisions of the bill as
then perfected shall be considered as original
text for the purpose of further amendment
under the five-minute rule. During further
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIIl. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from New
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY),
the ranking member of the Committee
on Rules, pending which | yield myself
such time as | may consume. During
consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.
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Madam Speaker, House Resolution
145 is an open rule providing for the
consideration of H.R. 999, the Beaches
Environmental Assessment, Cleanup,
and Health Act of 1999.

The purpose of this legislation is to
improve the quality of coastal rec-
reational waters by establishing na-
tional uniform criteria for testing and
monitoring coastal recreational wa-
ters.

In addition, H.R. 999 establishes uni-
form notification to the public on the
quality of those waters in order to pro-
tect both the environment and public
health.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and the rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

The rule makes in order the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure amendment in the nature of
a substitute as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment, which shall be
open for amendment by section.

Additionally, the rule provides for
the consideration of the amendment
printed in the Committee on Rules re-
port, if offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) or his des-
ignee.

The rule further provides that the
manager’s amendment shall be consid-
ered as read, may amend portions of
the bill not yet read for amendment,
shall not be subject to amendment or
to a division of question, and is debat-
able for 10 minutes equally divided be-
tween the proponent and an opponent.

If adopted, the amendment is consid-
ered as part of the base text for further
amendment purposes.

The Chair is authorized by the rule
to grant priority and recognition to
Members who have preprinted their
amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD prior to their consideration.

The rule allows for the Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole to post-
pone votes during consideration of the
bill and to reduce votes to 5 minutes on
a postponed question if the vote follows
a 15-minute vote.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Madam Speaker, | believe House Res-
olution 145 is a fair rule. It is an open
rule for the consideration of H.R. 999,
the Beaches Environmental Assess-
ment, Cleanup and Health Act of 1999.

As | understand it, some Members
may wish to offer germane amend-
ments to this bill, and under this open
rule they will have every opportunity
to do so.

H.R. 999 establishes uniform criteria
for testing coastal recreation waters
and for public notification of water
quality. Indeed, as this Nation’s first
and most ardent conservationist, Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt noted upon
the establishment of the Waterways
Commission our natural resources are
so closely connected that they should
be coordinated and should be treated as

H2283

part of one coherent plan and not in
haphazard or piecemeal fashion.

By establishing public notification,
this bill will not only protect public
health, but will encourage tourism and
business development along our coastal
areas.

Each year, an estimated 180 million
people from around the world visit
America’s coastal waters for rec-
reational purposes, supporting over 28
million jobs and leading to invest-
ments of over $50 billion each year in
goods and services.

Madam Speaker, H.R. 999 is not a
regulatory bill. It gives the EPA no
new regulatory authorities. The bill in-
stead offers an incentive to State and
local governments to test beaches for
pathogens which are dangerous to
human health.

By establishing a grant program,
H.R. 999 gives the States the ability to
monitor the safety of coastal rec-
reational waters and to set a deadline
for updating State water quality stand-
ards for these waters to protect the
public from disease-carrying orga-
nisms.

In my own district, which includes a
portion of Lake Ontario, this bill will
encourage tourism by furthering public
confidence in the water quality. By en-
suring that water quality, the very in-
tegrity of our waterways, this bill will
meet President Roosevelt’s challenge
that this Nation should strive to leave
to the next generation the national
honor unstained and the national re-
sources unexhausted.

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BILBRAY),
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
BOEHLERT) for their hard work on H.R.
999, and | urge my colleagues to sup-
port both this open rule and the under-
lying bill.

In conclusion, Madam Speaker,
House Resolution 145 is fair, a com-
pletely open rule, and | urge its adop-
tion.

Madam Speaker, |
balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. REYNOLDS), my colleague and my
friend, for yielding me the customary
half-hour, and | yield myself such time
as | may consume.

Madam Speaker, | am pleased to join
nearly all of my colleagues in support
of this beaches bill.

We in Massachusetts are very fortu-
nate to have some of the most beau-
tiful beaches in the country. Once the
warm weather hits, residents of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and
tourists from around the world head to
Cape Cod, the south shore or the north
shore.

This bill will help them enjoy them-
selves even more in keeping our beach-
es clean and making sure the clean
beaches do not stop at the next State.

Madam Speaker, it will also help cre-
ate and monitor public health stand-
ards to make sure that our beaches and
coastal areas are clean and safe.

reserve the
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Each year over 180 million people
visit our American beaches. Those vis-
its create over 28 million jobs, they
generate millions of dollars in revenue,
and we need to make sure that our peo-
ple can swim in our oceans and feel
confident that the water quality is
what it should be.

At the moment, there are no Federal
standards for testing or monitoring our
beaches. That means that one State
could allow a higher level of dangerous
pathogens than its neighbor, and some
of these pathogens have names | can-
not even pronounce, and | certainly do
not want to swim in them.

This bill will set the State standards
more in line with one another and if,
heaven forbid, a public health risk
should arise, this bill will help inform
people when the beaches are unsafe for
swimming.

It will also authorize $150 million
over 5 years to help States put the
monitoring programs in place and keep
our clean water rules uniform from sea
to shining sea.

Madam Speaker, it is a good rule. It
is a good bill.

Madam Speaker, |
balance of my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, | rise
in strong support of this rule and the
underlying bill. I would like to con-
gratulate first the gentleman from
California (Mr. BILBRAY), my friend
who has worked long and hard on this;
his fellow surfer, the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), who |
know is going to be here to back him
up; and the very important chairman
of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), who has
worked long and hard on this issue,
too. It is very important that we move
ahead in a bipartisan way.

I would also like to congratulate the
brilliant statement from my good
friend from south Boston who has not
quite as many beaches as California or
Florida, but they are beautiful beaches
in Massachusetts, | will agree.

Today is Earth Day and it is a very
important time to mark what is obvi-
ously an important environmental ac-
complishment for us here. We all know
how enjoyable it is for people to spend
time with their families at the beaches,
and as we head into the summer
months obviously we are going to see
an increase in that.

Every year, in fact, over 180 million
Americans spend time on our coastal
waters and that is the case, as | have
said, in both California and in many
other States. However, it is important
to note that clean coastal waters are
not just about fun. They really are
about business, because there are 30
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million jobs and roughly $50 billion in
investments that take place and are
supported by recreation along our Na-
tion’s shores.

This bill itself is a very strong,
prohealth, proenvironment measure. It
shows that environmental issues are
best handled using common sense and
consensus building; and the bill’s spon-
sors and, of course, as | said, the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, deserve a great deal of credit
for moving us in the direction of a
common-sense approach to a very, very
important environmental issue.
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So | would simply like to congratu-
late my friend from New York who is
doing a superb job of managing this
rule, and the authors of this legisla-
tion, as | said, and the Surfers Caucus,
which is a very important, very, very
important group in this body, and
again the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure for their hard
work. | look forward to seeing strong
bipartisan support for this measure.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Lewis of Kentucky). Pursuant to House
Resolution 145 and rule XVIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill, H.R. 999.

The Chair designates the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BARRETT) as Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole,
and requests the gentlewoman from
Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON) to assume the
Chair temporarily.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 999) to
amend the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act to improve the quality of
coastal recreation waters, and for
other purposes, with Mrs. EMERSON
(Chairman pro tempore) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the bill is considered as
having been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Today we indeed are considering the
Beaches Environmental Assessment
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bill, and it is a bipartisan bill that was
reported by our committee, the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, by unanimous vote. Indeed,
this is legislation that is most appro-
priate on this Earth Day.

The distinguished members of the
Committee on Rules have quite clearly
explained both the rule and the bill. |
would like to focus on a couple of spe-

cific points.
The first is to note and emphasize,
this is not a regulatory bill. It gives

EPA no new regulatory authorities.
After analyzing the bill, the Congres-
sional Budget Office concluded that it
contains no intergovernmental or pri-
vate sector mandates as defined in the
unfunded mandates act, and it would
impose no costs to State, local or trib-
al governments.

I also wish to allay some concerns ex-
pressed by some of the States. The
grant program established by this bill
does not provide EPA with an oppor-
tunity to micromanage State moni-
toring programs if a State chooses to
seek Federal assistance. | also wish to
be sure that the Members understand,
particularly those Members from farm
States, that we worked out a previous
concern that was expressed by the
American Farm Bureau Federation,
and indeed we have an en bloc amend-
ment which we will be offering shortly,
and we have a letter from the Amer-
ican Farm Bureau which states:

“The en bloc amendment to the
beaches bill addresses our concerns
about this legislation.

“The proposal to define coastal recre-
ation waters to not include any inland
waters addresses our concerns about
nonpoint source impacts. The proposal
that a State can use its criteria for
human health if they are as protective
as Federal criteria addresses our con-
cerns about unfunded mandates. Thank
you for your attention to this matter.”

So we removed any concern that the
Farm Bureau might have. So we indeed
do bring a bill to the floor today which
has overwhelming bipartisan support. |
urge its adoption.

Today the House is considering H.R. 999,
the Beaches Environmental Assessment,
Cleanup and Health Act of 1999.

This is a bipartisan bill that was reported by
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure by unanimous voice vote.

H.R. 999 amends the Clean Water Act to
establish a grant program for States to monitor
the safety of coastal recreation waters, and to
set a deadline for updating State water quality
standards for these waters to protect the pub-
lic from disease-carrying organisms.

Each year over 180 million people visit
coastal waters for recreational purposes. This
activity supports over 28 million jobs and leads
to investments of over $50 billion each year in
goods and services.

Public confidence in the quality of our Na-
tion’s waters is important not only to each cit-
izen who swims or surfs, but also to the tour-
ism and recreation industries that rely on safe
and swimmable coastal waters.

It is important to note that H.R. 999 is not
a regulatory bill. It gives EPA no new regu-
latory authorities. After analyzing the bill, the
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Congressional Budget Office concluded that
“H.R. 999 contains no intergovernmental or
private-sector mandates as defined in the Un-
funded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA) and
would impose no costs on State, local, or trib-
al governments.”

The legislation that we are bringing up today
has been carefully crafted to balance the con-
cerns of States, EPA, the environmental com-
munity and other interested parties.

This is a bipartisan bill that uses incentives,
not mandates, to improve public health and
safety by monitoring the quality of our Nation’s
coastal waters.

| urge you to join me in supporting this leg-
islation.

| wish to allay one outstanding concern ex-
pressed by some States. The grant program
established by this bill does not provide EPA
with an opportunity to micro-manage State
monitoring programs if a State chooses to
seek Federal assistance.

Under this legislation, EPA is to establish a
level of protection for monitoring programs,
which will be used to determine if a program
is eligible for a grant. But each individual State
program determines how that level of protec-
tion is reached.

By providing grants this legislation provides
incentives to all States to develop monitoring
programs that protect public health and safety.
This does not mean uniform monitoring pro-
grams. This does not mean that EPA may im-
pose a Federal template on States.

| also wish to allay some concerns | have
heard that the Farm Bureau may have. As |
stated earlier, this is not a regulatory bill. It
does not address control of pollution from
point or nonpoint sources. It imposes no new
mandates, unfunded or otherwise.

Madam Chairman, | ask unanimous
consent that the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT), the chairman of
our subcommittee, be authorized to
manage the balance of the time on this
bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

(Mr. BORSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BORSKI. Madam Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, | first want to
commend and congratulate the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT), my friend, the distinguished
subcommittee chairman of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, on his leadership. He has
dealt with us in a fair and bipartisan
manner, which is the way he always
treats us and we appreciate it very,
very much.

This simple but important legislation
aims at protecting our Nation’s
beachgoers from unhealthy ocean
water quality conditions. Whether it is
swimming along the Great Lakes, surf-
ing off of southern California, or vaca-
tioning at the Jersey shore, beachgoers
everywhere have the right to know
that the beaches they choose to visit
are safe for themselves and their fami-
lies.
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Madam Chairman, this legislation is
the product of work conducted over the
past few Congresses. Originally intro-
duced by our friend and former col-
league, Bill Hughes, in 1990, this issue
has subsequently been picked up by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. LoBIONDO), and by the
chief sponsor of this legislation, the
gentleman from  California (Mr.
BILBRAY). | want to commend these
gentlemen for their dedication and
tireless efforts to protect the public
from unhealthy water conditions at
our Nation’s beaches, and | hope that
this time we can have it signed into
law.

The BEACH bill advocates three sim-
ple principles:

First, beach water quality should be
monitored. We cannot know whether
waters are safe unless the waters are
adequately tested.

Second, water quality criteria should
be uniform. Just as we provide assur-
ances to the public that water supplies
will be safe for drinking no matter
which State a person happens to be in,
the public should feel confident that
the public health standards at our Na-
tion’s beaches meet minimum con-
sistent health requirements.

Finally, if a health problem is discov-
ered at a beach, the public has the
right to prompt, accurate and effective
notification so that they may protect
themselves and their families.

To accomplish these principles, this
legislation authorizes over $30 million
in funding for Federal, State and local
partnerships for water quality moni-
toring and notification. Under this leg-
islation, States and localities will be
given the flexibility to tailor their
monitoring and notification programs
to meet local needs, so long as these
programs comply with EPA’s minimum
requirements for the protection of pub-
lic health and safety.

In addition, the BEACH Bill directs
the EPA to periodically review and de-
velop revised water quality criteria for
coastal areas to ensure we are using
the best scientific information avail-
able. The public deserves no less.

Finally, this legislation requires EPA
to maintain a publicly available data-
base of our Nation’s beaches, listing
those beaches that comply with water
quality standards and those that do
not. This information will be very help-
ful to many Americans for summer va-
cation planning, so that they will know
whether the waters at their favorite
vacation spot are safe and will choose
accordingly.

Every year, over 180 million individ-
uals vacation along our Nation’s coast-
al waters. As another summer season
rapidly approaches, let us make sure
that we take the appropriate steps to
protect our Nation’s beachgoers from
unnecessary threats to their health
and safety.

Madam Chairman, |
balance of my time.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

reserve the
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Madam Chairman, the American
Oceans Campaign, in a communication
sent to every member of this body,
pointed out the following:

“The current approach to beach
water testing is a mixture of incon-
sistent criteria and practices. Passing
the BEACH bill will wipe out the in-
consistencies and improve public
health protections nationwide.”

As one of America’s favorite actors,
Ted Danson, who is president of the
American Oceans Campaign has said,
“A day at the beach should not end
with a visit to the doctor’s office.”

I have to give great credit where
great credit is due, to the gentleman
from southern California (Mr.
BILBRAY). This bill will set minimum
standards for beach water quality, and
it will require EPA to establish per-
formance criteria, and it will require
the Environmental Protection Agency
to establish a national beach water pol-
lution database that will let the public
know where monitoring programs are
in place and where beach waters are
impaired.

Madam Chairman, the en bloc amendment
improves upon the bill, H.R. 999, that we re-
ported out of committee by unanimous voice
vote.

This package includes noncontroversial
technical, and clarifying items and has been
worked out with the ranking minority Member.

In summary, the en bloc:

Clarifies that State criteria for pathogens or
pathogen indicators for coastal recreation wa-
ters must be as protective of human health as
EPA’s criteria.

This does not mean that States must adopt
criteria that are identical to those that have
been published by EPA. States adopt water
quality criteria under section 303(c) of the
Clean Water Act and continue to have the
flexibility, provided under that section to
change EPA's criteria based on site-specific
conditions, or to adopt different, scientifically-
justified criteria.

Thus, if a State can demonstrate that the
pathogen indicators that it is using are as pro-
tective of human health as the criteria for
pathogen indicators that EPA has published, a
State may continue to use its existing criteria.

As a result, if no appropriations are provided
to EPA for this purpose, EPA does not need
to take funds away from other clean water act
Programs to provide grants for monitoring and
notification programs.

Clarifies that the information provided to the
public in the information database authorized
under section 406(c) is intended to be infor-
mation on exceedances of water quality stand-
ards in coastal recreation waters only. This
database does not address other matters.

Clarifies that EPA implementation of a moni-
toring and notification program will occur only
in situations where a state is not implementing
a program that protects public health and
safety.

The bill does not provide for partial EPA im-
plementation and partial state implementation
of a monitoring and notification program.

In addition, EPA’s duty to conduct a moni-
toring and notification program is subject to
the same conditions as a state program imple-
mented under section 406(b)(2). This means
that EPA has the same flexibility that states
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are provided under that section to target avail-
able resources to those waters that it deter-
mines are the highest priorities. EPA’s duty to
implement a monitoring and notification pro-
gram is no more expansive than a State’s
duty.

Clarifies that the term *“coastal recreation
waters” includes only the Great Lakes and
waters that are adjacent to the coastline of the
United States. “Coastal recreation waters” is
not synonymous with the “coastal zone” as
defined under the Coastal Zone Management
Act. The geographic scope of this act does not
include any inland waters and does not extend
beyond the mouth of any river or stream or
other body of water having unimpaired natural
connection with open sea.

Clarifies that Indian tribes with coastal recre-
ation waters are eligible for grants for moni-
toring programs.

Clarifies that Federal agencies are to imple-
ment monitoring programs for federally-owned
beaches, such as national seashores.

Finally, the amendment changes the short
title of the bill to refer to “awareness” rather
than “assessment.”

Madam Chairman, it is my pleasure
to yield 6 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California  (Mr.
BILBRAY), the person most responsible
in this whole United States of America,
out of 250 million people, for bringing
us to this point today, the author of
the bill.

(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILBRAY. Madam Chairman, |
would first like to thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT), the chairman of the sub-
committee, and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), our full
committee chairman, along with our
ranking members, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BOR-
ski1), for all the help. Their bipartisan
effort has really shown that we cannot
only protect the environment, but we
can do it together.

This bill is a good example of not
only talking about working together
here in Congress to help the public and
to protect the public’s health, but ac-
tually having States and counties and
health officials and the EPA and the
Federal Government all working to-
gether for this goal.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. FARR), the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST), the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. CAPPS), the gentleman
from California (Mr. KUYKENDALL), the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON), the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. LoOBIONDO), the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SHAw), the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH),
and the gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs.
JONES), and the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FOLEY), and many others for
their encouragement and their help in
bringing this together.

I want to really thank the people
that helped bring this bill to reality be-
cause so often our good intentions here
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in Congress do not reflect the reality
out in mainstream America, and out in
the waters of our Nation. | want to
thank the San Diego County Environ-
mental Health Department and the
Surfrider Foundation, specifically,
Chris Gonaver of the County of San
Diego, and Gary Sirota and Darryl
Hatheway of the Surfrider Foundation
for their instrumental work on the de-
velopment of this public health meas-
ure.

Additionally, | want to join the
chairman in thanking the San Diego
County Medical Association for its sup-
port, the Center for Marine Conserva-
tion, and specifically, the American
Oceans Campaign, led by Ted Danson,
whose son is also a surfer. | want to
thank them for their critical help on
this item.

Madam Speaker, roughly 60 percent
of Americans live within 30 miles of a
coastline. I happen to have had the
privilege of growing up a block from
the beach and | live nine blocks from
the beach now, and sometimes we won-
der, we might as well live in Kansas
when we are that far away from the
ocean!

But this bill, the Beach Environment
Awareness Cleanup and Health Act of
1999, is a bill that | think all of us that
use the beaches of America will recog-
nize has been a long time in coming.
We all know about and we can talk
about the problems that affect people
with certain health aspects for long-
term exposure. We worry about what
happens to our children if they live 20
years next to a hazardous waste dump.
We are worried about our senior citi-
zens if they drink certain water for
over 40 years.

This bill is addressing something
that we have overlooked, and that is
the fact that our children and our fam-
ilies can enter coastal waters on one
day, for one moment, and contract dis-
eases such as hepatitis, encephalitis,
and different related illnesses related
to pathogens. | have had surfers in my
district actually get inner brain infec-
tions and almost die from one expo-
sure. These are things that we need to
address.

I want to point out that H.R. 999 is
really aimed not at finding fault, but
at finding answers. It is a way to in-
clude, first of all, our public health di-
rectors in the formation of criteria for
this country, not from Washington on
down, but from America’s communities
on up, and have the Federal Govern-
ment work as a partner in the forma-
tion of the criteria to protect our fami-
lies’ health.
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Also, H.R. 999 understands and recog-
nizes the unique differences in these re-
gions. When | come back to this coast
and see these coastal waters and surf
with my children, it is totally different
than what we see in the West Coast.

H.R. 999 has the type of flexibility
that we have only talked about for so
long, that allows the local commu-

April 22, 1999

nities to address their local environ-
mental concerns and do that with the
aid of the Federal Government, rather
than what we have seen so often, sadly,
where we have seen local conflict with
the Federal strategies.

The bill requires the development of
updated criteria, in cooperation with
public health agencies. It does not re-
quire the local States to take action if
they choose not to. It does require the
EPA to address the public health prob-
lems with this issue in every region,
but in cooperation if the local commu-
nities want it.

H.R. 999 creates a uniform level of
protection, so that when any parent
goes to any beach that is being used
anywhere in the United States, that
parent can feel with some level of con-
fidence that the water that their chil-
dren is entering is safe to have contact
with. That situation does not exist
now.

Mr. Chairman, | would ask support
for H.R. 999, not just for those of us
who use the water, and not just for
those of us who like to look at the
water. | would ask that H.R. 999 also be
passed because it is the beginning of a
new way to fulfill our responsibilities,
not just to the environment but to our
citizens and to ourselves.

The cooperative effort of H.R. 999,
Democrats and Republicans, local and
Federal and State people all working
together, really shows that to care for
the environment, we must care about
the community and every community,
not just Washington, D.C. H.R. 999 sets
an example to protect the public
health, and do it in a fair and reason-
able and effective way.

| ask my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle, do not find excuses to oppose
this bill. Look into the future and see
what this bill can do for our public
health and for our processes.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of
H.R. 999, the BEACH bill. | have some sup-
porting material here, which | would ask to be
included in the record along with my state-
ment.

| want to first thank the chairman of the
Transportation Committee, Mr. SHUSTER, and
the chairman of the Water Resources Sub-
committee, Mr. BOEHLERT, for all their hard
work, and that of their staffs, on this bill, and
for making this important public health issue a
priority. The ranking members on the com-
mittee, Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr. BORSKI, have
worked with them hand in hand to help ad-
vance and strengthen this bill, and their bipar-
tisan collaboration has been key to the bill's
progress. | also want to acknowledge and
thank all my colleagues that have rolled up
their sleeves and worked with me on the
BEACH bill, both this year and in years past.

| am also very grateful for the input and as-
sistance that | received during the drafting of
this bill, and in the subsequent discussions on
its progress, from the county of San Diego'’s
Department of Environmental Health Services,
which administers one of the best ocean test-
ing programs in the world, and from the
Surfrider Foundation, which has also been in-
strumental in helping to improve public edu-
cation on water quality issues. Input from local
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health agencies and from organizations like
Surfrider have been key in identifying existing
problems and shortcomings which make this
bill so essential. In particular, Mr. Chairman,
Chris Gonaver at the County’s Environmental
Health Department and Gary Sirota of the
Surfrider Foundation have provided critical ad-
vice and input to me and my office on this bill
since its inception, and deserve a great deal
of credit for its development.

| would also like to thank the San Diego
County Medical Society for taking an advo-
cacy role on this issue by endorsing H.R. 999,
and the American Oceans Campaign and the
Center for Marine Conservation for their con-
tinuing support and efforts in helping to move
this bill along. This is an exceptional range of
support—public health officials, medical pro-
fessionals, and the environmental commu-
nity—and it further underscores both the mer-
its of and need for H.R. 999.

This bill, Mr. Chairman, is a matter of signifi-
cant importance not only to myself and my
San Diego district, but to all Americans who
live near or love visiting our coastal areas. As
someone who has grown up and lived in and
near the ocean all his life, surfing, swimming,
and sailing in it, it is quite simply an integral
part of my life. Most importantly, as a father of
five children who share my passion for the
sea, | want nothing more than for them to be
able to spend their lives enjoying it in a clean,
safe, and health risk-free environment.

| was with this in mind that | worked closely
with my colleague from New Jersey in the
105th Congress to develop a “precursor” of
this legislation, then H.R. 2094, as a means to
work toward establishing reasonable national
criteria for coastal water quality. While certain
parts of the United States (led by my home-
town of San Diego) have already developed
and implemented comprehensive and progres-
sive coastal testing and monitoring programs
at both the state and local level, there are
needs which up to this point have not been
met, and problems which have not been fully
addressed. This lack of consistency in the lev-
els of protection provided by such monitoring
and notification nationwide puts at risk
beachgoers from coast to coast.

Roughly 60 percent of all Americans live
within 30 miles of a coast, and far too often,
surfers, swimmers, and others who enjoy
using the water serve as inadvertent “canaries
in the coal mine”. These are the people, par-
ticularly children, who are susceptible to and
develop the ear, nose, and throat infections,
fevers, and respiratory or stomach ailments
that can and do occur as a result contact with
pathogen-contaminated water. There is a clear
need, both for people who live on the coast-
lines in places like San Diego and Rehobeth
Beach and surf or swim every day, and for
people who live inland and bring their families
to the shore once or twice a year, to be able
to understand and be provided with informa-
tion as to whether the water is safe for them
to enjoy before they enter it. This is where
consistency in the levels of protection provided
by monitoring and notification at coastal areas
is necessary.

This is the basic focus of H.R. 999—to be
a first step towards identifying where problems
exist and where there is a need for monitoring,
recognizing the science and capacity we have
to respond to them, and providing the tools,
incentives, and flexibility to states and commu-
nities that they need to create programs and
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implement them appropriately. Most impor-
tantly, the bill provides the ability to develop
and administer these programs in a “bottoms
up” fashion, while moving away from outdated
“command and control” strategies which may
have served us well in the past, but are too
cumbersome and unwieldy to provide useful
solutions to today’s challenges.

The en bloc amendment which will be of-
fered shortly will be carefully explained, but I'd
like to speak to one of the seemingly minor
aspects of the amendment. In the short title of
the bill, “assessment” is changed to “aware-
ness”. While this may seem insignificant, |
wanted to make this change at this time to
help underscore the entire point of the bill. In-
creased awareness is what this bill seeks to
achieve, starting at the community level, and
is what will lead to better protection of the
public health and the environment at our
coastal recreational water, both within and
without the scope of H.R. 999.

The whole concept of this bill is to encour-
age nationwide monitoring of coastal recre-
ation waters where it is needed to protect the
public health, and public notification of the re-
sults—but from the community on up, not the
top down. By empowering local health officials
and communities to work directly with state
and federal officials, H.R. 999 provides the op-
portunity and incentive to develop monitoring
plans that will protect public safety on a re-
gional or beach by beach basis.

It is important to recognize that H.R. 999 is
not an expansion of regulatory authority under
the Clean Water Act—it provides no new regu-
latory authority to any federal agency, and the
bill language and accompanying congressional
intent in the Committee report makes it clear
that it may not be interpreted to do so. Its
scope is limited to the monitoring of coastal
recreation waters for pathogens or their indica-
tors which are harmful to public health; it does
not provide for source identification or regula-
tion (specifically, at present non-point sources
are not regulated under the Clean Water Act,
and H.R. 999 does not change that).

H.R. 999 creates no unfunded mandates.
States or local governments which may al-
ready have a robust monitoring program in
place, as in Florida, California, or New Jer-
sey—are not required to submit or develop a
“new” program under this bill. The intent of
the bill is not to lead to “dual monitoring” by
the EPA in areas where appropriate moni-
toring is already taking place; it is to serve to
encourage the development of monitoring pro-
grams in areas where none exist and where
there is a need to protect the public health.
Further, the updating and review of science-
based criteria which will occur under the bill
will be an asset to both new and existing mon-
itoring programs, and lead to better levels of
protection across the board.

The bill clarifies that state criteria for patho-
gens or pathogen indicators must be at least
as protective of human health as previously
published EPA criteria, which date back al-
most 14 years to 1986, and the incorporation
of these new or revised criteria into state pro-
grams will also help to ensure that the sci-
entific information on which the criteria them-
selves and individuals programs are based is
kept current.

EPA is required under the bill to develop
these criteria through a public process, which
includes collaboration with appropriate local,
state, and federal officials. This will include cri-
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teria for determining what areas of coastal
recreation waters do not need to be monitored
to protect the public health. The bill does not
require, nor does it expect, that monitoring
and notification programs will be the same in
all states for all recreation waters where it is
needed. Here is where the flexibility of the bill
is essential, to allow for specific needs to be
addressed on a regional basis.

Again, the goal of H.R. 999 is to create uni-
form levels of protection, not uniform moni-
toring programs, as might have been the case
under previous incarnations of this bill.

The information database which will be es-
tablished under the bill is an important asset
to maintaining and improving measures for
protecting the public health at coastal recre-
ation waters, and pains have been taken to
ensure that the databases will be used effec-
tively for that specific purpose. | should clarify
at this point that such a database was consid-
ered an essential tool for public health pur-
poses by both my County Department of Envi-
ronmental Health and by the Surfrider Founda-
tion, and | think the dialogue which we have
had in developing H.R. 999 has reinforced this
view.

The bill specifies that this database will con-
sist only of information on exceedances of
water quality standards for pathogens that are
harmful to human health, not to sources of
causes. To address concerns which were ex-
pressed over potential misuse of the data-
bases, the bill language was strengthened to
clarify that only information on water quality
standard exceedances for pathogens or patho-
gen indicators, from reliable water quality
monitoring programs, may be included in the
database. Access to important scientific infor-
mation is what is intended and will be derived
from the development and use of this data-
base.

In sum, this is very much an incentive-
based process; the bill provided that avail-
ability of federal grant funding to state and/or
local governments which have established or
are encouraged to establish an adequate
monitoring program. The list which H.R. 999
requires to be maintained of area which do
and do not have monitoring programs in place
will serve as an additional incentive to state
and local governments to develop and imple-
ment a monitoring program which best meets
their own specific regional needs. It will also
demonstrate to both residents and tourists
alike that there is a system in place to make
sure coastal recreation waters in question are
safe and protective of human health, and give
them a means by which they can understand
and be aware of water conditions in a given
area, and make their own decisions as a re-
sult.

By providing financial and public incentives
rather than the threat of punitive action, H.R.
999 creates a fair process by which to estab-
lish means to effectively monitor coastal wa-
ters, and to make the public aware of those
results and conditions.

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, thank you
again for this opportunity and your support.
Together we can make sure that the American
people, whether they live on the coast or in
the heartland, are never again accidental “ca-
naries in a coal mine” at our nation’s beaches.
Let's pass H.R. 999 today, and see it signed
into law this year.

Mr. Chairman, | include for the RECORD the
following material:
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST
ESTIMATE
H.R. 999—Beaches Environmental Assessment,
Cleanup, and Health Act of 1999
Summary: H.R. 999 would amend the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act to require
states to adopt water quality criteria for
coastal recreation waters consistent with
those developed by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) for the purpose of pro-
tecting human health in coastal recreation
waters (beaches). The bill would authorize
EPA to provide grants to states of $30 mil-
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lion annually over the 2000-2004 period to im-
plement programs to monitor the quality of
coastal waters and to notify the public of
any conditions where beach water does not
meet the established standards. In addition,
the legislation would require EPA to issue
new water quality criteria for recreational
coastal areas based on studies of potential
human health risks in these areas, make
available to the public a database of the
water quality at coastal recreational areas,
and report to the Congress on the efforts
under this program.
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Becuse the bill would not affect direct
spending or receipts, pay-as-you-go proce-
dures would not apply. H.R. 999 contains no
intergovernmental or private-sector man-
dates as defined in the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act (UMRA) and would impose no
costs on state, local, or tribal governments.

Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment: The estimated budgetary impact of
H.R. 999 is shown in the following table. The
costs of this legislation fall within budget
function 300 (natural resources and environ-
ment).

By fiscal years, in millions of dollars—

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION
Spending Under Current Law:
Budget Authority 3 0 0 0 0 0
Estimated Outlays 3 0 0 0 0 0
Proposed Changes:
Estimated Authorization Level 0 34 34 34 34 34
Estimated Outlays 0 19 28 34 34 34
Spending Under H.R. 999:
Estimated Authorization Level 1 3 34 34 34 34 34
Estimated Outlays 3 19 28 34 34 34

1The 1999 level is the amount appropriated for that year.

Basis of estimate: For purposes of this esti-
mate, CBO assumes that the bill will be en-
acted before the start of fiscal year 2000 and
that the full amounts authorized will be ap-
propriated for each fiscal year. Estimated
outlays are based on historical spending pat-
terns of similar EPA programs.

The bill authorizes the appropriation of $30
million a year for grants to states to imple-
ment programs to monitor and report on
beach water quality. Based on information
from EPA, CBO estimates that the agency
would incur additional costs of about $4 mil-
lion annually over the 2000-2004 period to
study health hazards in coastal recreational
waters, establish new criteria for monitoring
water quality for these waters, develop a na-
tional database on pollution of beaches, and
report to the Congress on the effectiveness of
this program.

Pay-as-you-go considerations: None.

Intergovernmental and private-sector im-
pact: H.R. 999 contains no intergovernmental
mandates as defined in UMRA and would im-
pose no costs on state, local, or tribal gov-
ernments. While the bill would require states
to establish acceptable water quality stand-
ards for coastal areas within three and a half
years, if states choose not to establish these
standards, the EPA would do it for them.
The bill would authorize $30 million annually
from 2000 through 2004 for states and local
governments to implement eligible moni-
toring and notification programs. If they
choose not to implement these programs, the
EPA would be directed to use remaining
money authorized by this bill to provide
those programs for them. Any costs incurred
by state and local governments to imple-
ment these programs would be voluntary and
conditions of receiving grant assistance.

Estimate prepared by: Federal costs: Kim
Cawley. Impact on State, local, and tribal
governments: Lisa Cash Driskill.

Estimate approved by: Robert A. Sunshine,
Deputy Assistant Director for Budget Anal-
ysis.

Press Release: March 4, 1999.
From: American Oceans Campaign.
AMERICAN OCEANS CAMPAIGN HAILS CON-

GRESSMAN FOR HIS COMMITMENT TO THE

PuBLIC’S RIGHT To KNow ABOUT BEACH

WATER QUALITY

WASHINGTON, DC.—Representatives of
American Oceans Campaign (AOC) voiced
their strong endorsement of legislation in-
troduced today by Representative Brian
Bilbray (R-CA). The Beaches Environmental

Assessment, Cleanup and Health Act of 1999
(the B.E.A.C.H. Bill) addresses the problems
of inconsistent beach water quality testing
and public notification practices across the
nation.

“From coast to coast, surfers, children,
and others are becoming ill after swimming
in beach waters contaminated with disease-
causing microorganisms,” said Ted Danson,
President of American Oceans Campaign.
“All recreational beach waters should be
tested consistently and the public should be
informed when waters are unsafe.”

‘“Beach goers have a right to know that the
waters they choose to play in are safe for
recreation. A fun day at the beach should
not make you sick the morning after,” said
Danson.

““‘Gastroenteritis and various eye, ear,
nose, and throat infections can develop after
contact with waters contaminated with
bacteria and viruses,” explained David
Younkman, AOC’s Executive Director. “The
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has
recommended water quality criteria for
beach waters; however, many states either
use weaker standards or do not regularly
test their waters for the presence of bacteria
and viruses. Shockingly, many states that do
test their waters do not always alert the
public about unhealthy water conditions.”

“The current approach to beach water
testing is a mixture of inconsistent criteria
and practices,” said Younkman. ‘‘Passing
the B.E.A.C.H. bill will wipe out the incon-
sistencies and improve public health protec-
tions nationwide.”’

“The B.E.A.C.H. bill will make certain
that whether a person chooses to surf in San
Clemente or snorkel in the Florida Keys, she
enters the ocean with greater confidence
about the quality of the water,” said Danson.
“Representative Bilbray and other members
of Congress who have introduced similar
measures are to be congratulated for their
leadership on this environmental and public
health concern. American Oceans Campaign
looks forward to energetically working with
them to pass a strong B.E.A.C.H. Bill in
1999.”

[From the San Diego Union Tribune, Mar. 5,
1999]

END POLLUTED BEACHES

BILBRAY BILL WOULD REQUIRE NATIONAL
TESTING
San Diego County instituted an aggressive
testing program for its coastal waters year
ago. Now it has begun DNA screening of pol-

luted runoff to find out exactly why our
beaches are sometimes polluted.

And what have we gotten for this effort?
Nationwide scrutiny and criticism for having
dirty beaches.

But the fact is, our beaches aren’t dirtier
than other places. (They’re actually cleaner
than many others.) We’ve been singled out
only because we test more vigorously and
close beaches when bacteria levels are too
high. Most coastal areas in other states
don’t maintain effective testing programs.
And some places never tell the public when
they do find high pathogen levels.

Rep. Brian Bilbray, R-Imperial Beach, in-
troduced legislation yesterday that would
put all coastal regions on an equal plane. En-
dorsed by several environmental groups, in-
cluding the Surfrider Foundation, Bilbray’s
Beaches Environmental Assessment, Cleanup
and Health Act (with the clever acronym
BEACH), would establish uniform national
criteria for testing and monitoring rec-
reational coastal waters. It also would re-
quire public notification when those waters
endanger public health.

This is a very good idea. Now, the stand-
ards for beach water cleanliness are very
loose. Some coastal states use very weak
standards. Others have a policy of silence
even when they do test, probably because of
concerns about scaring away tourists.

Bacteria and viruses in coastal waters can
sicken bathers, causing gastroenteritis and
ear, eye, nose and throat infections. People
in states that don’t test properly could be
getting sick from polluted water and never
know the cause.

The BEACH bill would develop standards
with the help of local health officials. Also,
since some coastal areas have different prob-
lems or conditions, individual monitoring
programs tailored to certain regions would
be allowed. Federal grants would be avail-
able for local monitoring programs.

Bilbray’s legislation doesn’t include a
strong enforcement mechanism for beach
areas that don’t comply. However, the fed-
eral Environmental Protection Agency
would keep a list of such areas and make it
available to the public. Compliance must be
addressed at some point after water quality
standards and monitoring programs are de-
veloped.

While Congress considers monitoring beach
pollution nationwide, San Diego County is
taking an advanced step in cleaning up its
coastal waters. After local environmental
advocate Donna Frye pushed the idea for a
year, the county is set to begin DNA testing
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to find the origins of bacterial pollution at
our beaches. This scientific monitoring
should tell us exactly where the pollution
originates, so we can take steps to stop it at
its source.

Monitoring beach pollution isn’t expen-
sive. But most coastal regions neglect it be-
cause they’re afraid of what they might find.
It’s time to stop ignoring coastal pollution,
and start doing something about it, as San
Diego County does. Congress should approve
Bilbray’s BEACH bill.

[From Inside EPA, Mar. 19, 1999]

LEGISLATION WoULD REQUIRE NEwW EPA
STANDARDS FOR BEACH QUALITY

(By Jean Wiedenheft)

Legislation requiring EPA to establish
water quality monitoring standards for rec-
reational beaches may pass this year as envi-
ronmentalists and states appear to be on the
verge of an acceptable compromise, observ-
ers agree.

In previous sessions, bills have been intro-
duced into both houses of Congress that
would require certain baseline monitoring of
water quality, followed by notification of the
public if the water does not meet set stand-
ards. But the language has always been shot
down by states concerned over its implemen-
tation.

Under the new legislation introduced by
Rep. Brian Bilbray (R-CA), EPA would set
monitoring standards for beaches, though
states would not be forced to implement
those standards. Instead, EPA would pub-
licize states that failed to meet the federal
standards. If states still do not implement a
monitoring program, under the legislation
EPA would monitor the beaches in the state.
EPA already has guidelines in place for
states, suggesting contaminants to monitor
for and contaminant levels at which the pub-
lic should be notified of possible danger.

States are saying the new version of the
bill—H.R. 999—is much closer to being ac-
ceptable to them, with one source adding
that the bill’s sponsors are ‘‘serious’ about
working with them to see the bill pass. Envi-
ronmentalists are endorsing the measure.

As the bill is written, states would be re-
quired to monitor beaches for certain pollut-
ants and pathogens, and make that informa-
tion available to the public through the
Internet and local newspapers if there is a
threat.

Such legislation is necessary, environ-
mentalists and bill supporters say, because
only some states monitor their beaches, and
even fewer post warnings or close beaches
when water contaminants reach unsafe lev-
els.

It is difficult to get a handle on how many
coastal areas are actually being monitored,
sources say, because often it is through a
local initiative, not a state program.

The bill provides $7.5 million a year, from
2000 to 2004, in grants for states to imple-
ment the programs. But a state source says
that while the funding is an increase over
last year’s proposal, it is still too low. There
are over 30 states that have coastal areas
and would need funding to implement and
maintain a monitoring program, this source
points out, and any one state can only apply
for half of its costs.

Some state sources also say the structure
of the proposed law would need to be modi-
fied to allow them more flexibility. Any leg-
islation should focus on meeting perform-
ance objectives, one source points out, not
on procedural monitoring requirements.

The timeliness proposed in the legislation,
for example, may need to have more flexi-
bility for gathering and reporting data. In
some cases, one source points out, it takes
several days to get laboratory analyses back
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before knowing whether the public should be
warned about swimming at a particular
beach.

The legislation can also only reasonably
apply to public beaches, one source points
out, because the states do not have the re-
sources—or the authority—to impose such
regulations on private citizens.

But several state sources say Bilbray’s
staff have been open to their suggestions,
and are willing to negotiate in order to get
the legislation through.

A similar House bill has been introduced
by Rep. Frank Pallone (D-NJ), and Sens.
Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ), Frank Torricelli
(D-NJ), Barbara Boxer (D-CA), and Joseph
Lieberman (D-CT) are cosponsoring the
beach bill in the Senate.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR), the original cospon-
sor of the bill.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
H.R. 999. | want to thank my fellow
Californian (Mr. BILBRAY) for his lead-
ership on this issue.

Today is Earth Day, and | want to
wish all Members a happy Earth Day,
and | want to encourage them to do
something about this being Earth Day
by supporting this legislation.

Most of us do not think about how
the oceans and coasts are important to
our lives, but they really are. A beau-
tiful coastline is important to each of
us in each of our districts. We are a Na-
tion that travels and visits relatives,
we visit beautiful places. An awful lot
of those places are coastlines, because
70 percent of America’s population
lives within 50 miles of the coast.

Americans love the oceans. Accord-
ing to the 1997 SeaWeb and Melman
poll and a 1999 USA Today poll, more
than half of Americans have observed
that the conditions of our coasts are
worsening, especially due to pollution
and overfishing, and they want us,
Members of Congress, to do something
about it.

We are critically dependent upon the
ocean for ocean resources for tourism
purposes, for travel dollars. Eighty-five
percent of the tourist revenues spent in
the United States are spent in the
coastal States. Over 180 million people
visit our coastal waters nationwide
each year. In California alone the
ocean-related tourism revenue exceeds
$38 billion.

Yet, our oceans are imperiled. Most
of the major fish stocks in the world
are overfished. Seventy-five percent of
the endangered and threatened mam-
mals and birds rely on coastal habitat.
This will only get worse. Americans
are moving to the coasts and exploiting
them more than ever. By the year 2010,
75 percent of the U.S. population will
live within 50 miles of the coast.

What are we going to do about this?
What are we going to do to care for our
coasts, to ensure that our coasts can
support this intensity of habitation?
We have not demonstrated our commit-
ment yet to the oceans. We have not
passed the Oceans Act, but we have
this, and we can do something about it.
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We have created national marine
sanctuaries, which are essentially na-
tional parks in the ocean. We have 12 of
those, yet with less than 1 percent of
the funding that we give to our na-
tional parks. We have 378 national
parks, 155 national forests, but only 12
national marine sanctuaries.

We need to make our coasts safe for
everyone, including swimmers, surfers,
fishers, and even the sea life, the fish
themselves, the plants and the smallest
of plankton organisms that they rely
on. This bill is a step in that direction.

I urge all my colleagues to support
H.R. 999, and | wish my colleagues a
happy Earth Day.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I want to thank the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT) and all those
who have put a lot of hard work and ef-
fort into this piece of legislation.

| especially want to tip my hat to the
gentleman from California (Mr. BRIAN
BILBRAY). Before BRIAN got here, | was
the best surfer in the House of Rep-
resentatives. Unfortunately, BRIAN was
elected, and seeing that there is an-
other surfer, he is the best surfer in the
House, even though sometimes he is a
wave hog.

Let me say this, that this bill is a
terrific piece of legislation. The gen-
tleman has put a lot of effort into it.
There are some conservatives with a
few apprehensions, and the fact is that
we do believe that the States should
play a major role.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
SHERRY BOEHLERT) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. BRIAN BILBRAY)
have made sure that this bill rep-
resents a cooperation with the States,
and not a domination of the States by
the Federal Government.

The oceans, both as a recreational re-
source and an economic resource, are
perhaps the most valuable asset we
have in the United States of America.
We have scuba diving, we have people
like the gentleman from California
(Mr. BRIAN BILBRAY) and myself who do
a lot of surfing in the ocean, and we
also have fishing and other rec-
reational uses that add a tremendous
value and are a tremendous asset to
our people.

I am very pleased that this bill is the
very first time where surfing is actu-
ally identified as a federally-recognized
recreational activity. Whether when
you are a surfer or a scuba diver, which
I am also a scuba diver, but when one
is in the ocean, one is experiencing one
of God’s most awesome gifts to human-
kind. It is a living force, and it is also
in itself an entity of tremendous power
and energy.

Those of us who surf and use the
ocean know this, and it is like skiing
on a mountain, except the mountain is
going right with you. It is this tremen-
dous, awesome power that you are
with. The ocean represents this to all
of humankind, this potential.
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Mr. Chairman, | think it is important
for us to realize that this bill, H.R. 999,
is officially recognizing the ocean and
recognizing this asset as a valuable
asset in which we all in the States and
in local communities and in the Fed-
eral Government will cooperate with in
order to maintain this asset, and make
sure it is available to those of us who
use it. So many millions of Americans
use this asset.

Let us also remember when we talk
about the ocean, our bodies are made
out of water. God made human bodies
out of water, just like he made the
world mainly out of water, so we are
caretakers for God’s gift.

Finally, my colleagues who have any
thought of opposing this bill should
know and be advised that if the amend-
ment fails, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY) and | will double
the number of surfing videos that are
played in the Congressional Gym.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS), another sponsor of
the bill.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in support of the Beaches Envi-
ronmental Awareness Cleanup and
Health Act, the BEACH bill. I am for-
tunate to represent and call home one
of the most beautiful districts in our
Nation, the central coast of California.
People come from all around the world
to visit the area, and they are espe-
cially attracted to our spectacular
coastline and incredible beaches, where
fishing, all kinds of tourism, and in-
deed, surfing go on on a regular basis.
We had surfboards outside my family
home all through the growing up years
of my children.

Sadly, an increasingly familiar
blight on these majestic beaches is a
bright yellow sign reading ‘“‘Advisory”’
or ‘“Closure.” Santa Barbara County
issues beach advisories to warn the
public of harmful elevated bacterial
levels in the surf. Unfortunately, dur-
ing the past years, and in 1997, a record
199 days saw this bright yellow beach
sign in front of beaches on the Santa
Barbara coastline.

The public should be able to enjoy
their beaches without worrying about
their health. We cannot tolerate people
getting sick from swimming in the
ocean.

Santa Barbara is blessed with a vi-
brant local citizen group which was
formed as a public outcry to these pol-
luted beaches. It is called Heal the
Ocean. It is a grass roots group. | am
proud to be a supporter. Heal the Ocean
conducts testing of our coastal waters,
and is engaged in a significant public
outreach campaign to educate the com-
munity on this important issue. This
group enjoys tremendous and well-de-
served local support.

The bill we are debating today will
provide critical Federal support to
groups around the country, such as
Heal the Ocean in Santa Barbara.

We all share a common goal, to pro-
tect and improve the quality of our
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coastal waters, and to ensure public
safety. By establishing national rec-
reational water quality standards and
empowering local communities to de-
velop monitoring plans, the BEACH
bill represents a strong step forward.
This legislation will not only protect
the health of our beaches, but also the
health of our economy.

My district, like so many other
coastal communities around the Na-
tion, depends on recreation and tour-
ism for its economic vitality. The cost
of beach water quality monitoring is
minuscule compared to the revenue
that is generated by coastal tourism.

| do appreciate the hard work of my
colleague, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. Borskl) and my friend,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY) in establishing this bill.

I would like to recognize the efforts
of my colleague, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE), who has
been a leader on this issue for many
years and has introduced critical beach
legislation in the 105th Congress as
well as the 106th Congress.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to join me in supporting this
important bill to protect public health,
our beaches, and our coastal commu-
nities.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, it is
my pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the

gentleman  from California  (Mr.
KUYKENDALL).
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman,

today we celebrate Earth Day. It is
only fitting that we take up this piece
of legislation today as it deals with one
of the most significant components of
our environment, the coastal and rec-
reational waters.

Each year millions of tourists flock
to our beaches, and in Los Angeles
County alone our tourism industry is
worth about $13 billion in average rev-
enue. The beaches in that county gen-
erate most of that, and three or four of
those beaches are in my district:
Hermosa Beach, Manhattan Beach,
household names in our area. They
play a significant role in generating
that revenue.

There are real economic con-
sequences that stem from protecting
our environment, particularly the
water resources. Helping build the
public’s confidence in the quality of
this water will ensure its protection in
the future.

The BEACH bill will help build this
confidence in beaches across the coun-
try by establishing a uniform national
standard. The bill will also allow local
communities to tailor the monitoring
and notification that meet their unique
regional needs, and it provides incen-
tives, not mandates, to meet the na-
tional criteria, incentives that take
the form of grants from the Federal
Government to implement monitoring
and notification programs. In other
words, instead of dictating to each ju-
risdiction how to meet a national
standard, the Federal Government will
give them flexibility and help cover
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part of the cost. This is unprecedented
environmental regulation.

Finally, several people say, why
should we do this if California already
has good monitoring? My constituents,
when they go other places in this coun-
try, and Members’ constituents all over
the country, deserve to have good qual-
ity water to play in when they go to
surf or swim in our recreational wa-
ters. If we standardize that monitoring,
we all know, whether we are from Cali-
fornia or from Michigan, whether the
water is safe to be in.

I urge Members’ support of the

BEACH bill. It is solid national envi-
ronmental policy. It brings together
flexibility and incentives instead of
mandates. It has local control instead

of force-fed Federal policy. It is a good
example of environmental policy
supplementing economic policy. | urge
Members’ aye vote.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

As a representative of a Florida
coastal district, | rise today to applaud
my colleague, the gentleman from
California, (Mr. BILBRAY) of San Diego
for bringing this legislation to the
Floor today.

In addition to being some of the
nicest in this country, the beaches in
my district are already clean and safe,
and | am proud of that fact. | am a sup-
porter of the BEACH bill because rath-
er than taking a command and control
approach to protecting our Nation’s
beaches, it utilizes a far more powerful
approach, the power of information.

The BEACH bill establishes mecha-
nisms that will let the public know
where and when beaches are safe.
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If coastal communities choose to risk
the quality of their water, they will
risk losing valuable tourist dollars.
Floridians know this firsthand. When
we improved the health of the local en-
vironment, we also improved the
health of the local economy. Tourists
are smart. Armed with information,
they will spend their money where
they know the beaches are clean and
safe.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, |
want to compliment my good friend
and colleague, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Borski), for the long
hours he has spent on this bill and his
personal dedication and commitment
in bringing it to this point of achieve-
ment; and to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT), chairman of the
subcommittee, who has a long and dis-
tinguished record in the protection of
the environment, and for his concern
that we fashion a bill that will be use-
ful and meaningful and effective and
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for bringing it to the floor on this
Earth Day; and of course to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHuU-
STER), the chairman of the full com-
mittee, who already spoke quite point-
edly of his support for this legislation.

But I rise today, not only in support
of this legislation, but to recall for our
colleagues my very dear friend and
classmate, the class of the 1974 elec-
tion, 94th Congress, Congressman Bill
Hughes, who made this issue his cause
during the time that he served in the
House.

It is the culmination of years of ef-
fort, but culmination of a very deep-
seated, genuine, ardent, vocal effort by
Congressman Bill Hughes during his
service in the Congress.

Together we served on the House
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries. | recall both in committee
and in one-on-one conversations with
Bill Hughes his deep, genuine concern
about the deterioration of the quality
of water in the ocean that bordered on
his State of New Jersey, his accounts
of hypodermic needles washing up on
the beaches, bringing some of the de-
bris with him to our committee meet-
ings and to one-on-one member meet-
ings, the numerous health warnings
that disturbed us so greatly, the beach
closings, and the health effects on
users of the New Jersey coastline; and
that brought him to other coastlines in
other parts of the country, and he real-
ly made this a great concern.

I will recall his statement on intro-
ducing essentially this bill, his version,
which was a predecessor to today’s leg-
islation, “This bill is a great improve-
ment to the policies that currently
exist in beach testing and monitoring.
It provides a public health stamp of ap-
proval for States proudly to show peo-
ple who live and vacation along the
shore that the coastal waters are safe
for swimming and other related activi-
ties.”

Following Bill Hughes’ retirement
from Congress, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE), a successor,
not particularly from that district, and
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
LoBIONDO), directly from that district,
championed the cause along with the
later arrival in the House of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BILBRAY),
who has been persistent and vigorous
and single-minded in his purpose of
getting this legislation through the
committee and to the House floor.
Great advocates. The torch really has
been passed from Bill Hughes to a new
generation of advocates for quality of
life along our freshwater and saltwater
beaches.

This bill attempts to assure Amer-
ican families that the only concern
they will have when going to the beach
is how much sunblock they have on,
not what rashes or illnesses they may
have developed after an outing to the
beach.

When we consider, as our colleague
from California (Mrs. CAPPS) a moment
ago cited, 199 days of beach closings in
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areas of her district, there were 22,746
beach closings in the decade from 1988
to 1998, that is not acceptable. We have
to do a better job of monitoring, of
stewardship for these great resources
of the Nation’s freshwater and salt-
water beaches.

The idea of a monitoring bill is good.
This bill has two public health goals,
to have uniform monitoring of coastal
recreational waters and uniform means
of notification to the public of
unhealthy water conditions.

The partnerships between the Fed-
eral Government and the coastal
States and the local communities that
this bill brings about are good. They
are good steps in the right direction,
$30 million for grants to States and
communities to establish monitoring
programs.

But | just want to make it clear that,
and no one should misunderstand the
purpose of this bill, this is for moni-
toring and for notification. It does not
go to cleanup. It does not address the
upland issues of nonpoint source run-
off, of discharges by cities and other
entities into those rivers and estuaries
that discharge on and lay their debris
upon the beaches.

It will be argued that there are other
programs, other means, other ways of
doing this. But because | have heard
from people who say, oh, we are going
to do something about cleaning up the
beaches, no, we are going to do some-
thing about notifying people about un-
safe conditions. We are going to do
something about monitoring those con-
ditions with this legislation.

I also note repeated references to giv-
ing the States their responsible author-
ity to undertake this role, and that is
true. This is a Federal-State partner-
ship. But | do want to remind my col-
leagues that the thin line of sand or
pebbles that are the beach is the divid-
ing point between the ocean and the
land.

It is the ocean that is the common
heritage of all mankind. It does not be-
long to a State or a Nation. As a Na-
tion, we have a greater responsibility
than any individual State does for the
quality of that ocean and the littoral,
the linkage between the land and the
water.

This is a good step in the right direc-
tion. It will be a step, | hope, that
heightens our awareness of the indi-
vidual responsibility each of us has,
that the responsibility to each State
has and that this Nation has toward
that greater body of water, the ocean,
the common heritage of all mankind
and, in the case of the Great Lakes,
one-fifth of all the freshwater on the
face of the Earth.

So | urge our colleagues to support
this legislation and that we move it
along to signature by the President as
quickly as possible.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, let me close by once
again thanking the gentleman from
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California (Mr. BILBRAY), all those who
worked so hard to make this day a re-
ality. Let me compliment the House of
Representatives on this Earth Day 1999.
On a bipartisan basis, we have Demo-
crats and Republicans working con-
structively to develop responsible pub-
lic policy that will protect the families
health and well-being.

Mr. Chairman, | yield as much time
as he may consume to the gentleman
from California (Mr. BILBRAY) for a
closing word.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to thank both the ranking
members and the chairmen for their
work on this bill.

Let me just say, Mr. Chairman, in
closing, this bill has had a lot of people
who have worked on it for a long time
who are not here today. The gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) worked
hard with me at trying to figure out
how to get to this point to where we
can get the Federal Government work-
ing with the States, and now with H.R.
999 we will be able to do something
that, as the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR) pointed out, is getting
the information to the local commu-
nity so that they are empowered to
know there is a problem, which is the
first and most critical step of knowing
how to respond to it.

I would say in closing, personally,
back in 1970 on the first Earth Day, I
was a high school senior and | wore the
green and blue armbands, and | was
protesting the pollution of my beaches
in south San Diego. Sad to say, almost
30 years later, our beaches are still pol-
luted by the Republic of Mexico, and
that is something that we need to and
are working to address.

But this bill does something that we
said back in 1970, and it was a big bat-
tle cry that we had in the environ-
mental movement, “Think globally but
act locally.” This bill empowers the
local community to have the local in-
formation so that they can address
their problems in their neighborhood,
in their community, and have the Fed-
eral Government as an ally in the local
effort to act locally, to be able to take
care of the global problem.

I thank this body, and | thank the
chairmen and the ranking members for
the chance to be able to bring this bill
up for action.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | have
no further requests for time, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute printed in the
bill shall be considered by section as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment, and pursuant to the rule each
section is considered read.

Before consideration of any other
amendment, it shall be in order to con-
sider the amendment printed in House
Report 106-103 if offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHuU-
STER) or his designee. That amendment
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shall be considered read, may amend
portions of the bill not yet read for
amendment, shall be debatable for 10
minutes, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

After disposition of that amendment,
the bill, as perfected, shall be consid-
ered as an original bill for the purpose
of further amendment.

During further consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Chair may ac-
cord priority in recognition to a Mem-
ber offering an amendment that he has
printed in the designated place in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Those amend-
ments will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOEHLERT

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

An amendment made in order by House
Resolution 145 offered by Mr. BOEHLERT:

Page 2, line 5, strike “Assessment’ and in-
sert ‘““Awareness’.

Page 3, line 8, strike ““If a State’” and all
that follows through ‘‘paragraph (1)(A),” on
line 10 and insert the following:

If a State has not adopted water quality
criteria referred to in paragraph (1)(A) that
are as protective of human health as the cri-
teria for pathogens and pathogen indicators
for coastal recreation waters that the Ad-
ministrator has published under section
304(a)(9),

Page 6, line 13, after “‘State,” insert ‘‘trib-
al,”.

Page 7, line 9, strike “‘shall’’ and insert ‘“‘is
authorized to”.

Page 7, line 10, after ‘“‘States,” insert ““In-
dian tribes,”.

Page 7, line 14, after ‘‘State,”
tribal,”.

Page 7, line 16, strike ‘‘shall”” and insert
““is authorized to”’.

Page 7, line 16, after ‘“State” insert ‘‘or In-
dian tribe”.

Page 7, line 23, after ‘“State” insert ‘‘or In-
dian tribe”.

Page 7, line 25, strike ‘“‘shall”’ and insert
““‘is authorized to”.

Page 8, line 1, after “*State’ insert “‘or In-
dian tribe”.

Page 8, line 9, after ““State’ insert ‘“‘or In-
dian tribe”.

Page 8, line 14, after “‘State” insert “‘or In-
dian tribe’.

Page 8, line 19, after ““State’ insert ‘‘or In-
dian tribe”.

Page 10, line 17, after ‘“‘State” insert ‘“‘or
tribal”.

Page 11, line 8, strike ‘“‘shall”’ and insert
“‘is authorized to”.

Page 11, line 17, strike “‘shall’’ and insert
““is authorized to”’.

Page 12, line 15, after ‘“‘State” insert ‘“‘or
Indian tribe”.

Page 12, line 17, after ‘“‘State” insert ‘“‘or
Indian tribe”.

insert ‘“and
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Page 13, after line 20, insert the following:

‘“(c) FEDERAL AGENCY PROGRAMS.—Each
Federal agency shall develop, through a
process that provides for public notice and
an opportunity for comment, a program for
monitoring and notification to protect pub-
lic health and safety that meets the perform-
ance criteria established under subsection
(a) for coastal recreation waters adjacent to
beaches (or other points of access) that are
open to the public and subject to the juris-
diction of the Federal agency. Each Federal
agency program shall address the matters
identified in subsection (b)(2)(B)(iii).

Page 13, line 21, strike “‘(c)” and insert
R (c)

(P)age 14, line 5, strike ““The Administrator”
and all that follows through line 10 and in-
sert the following: ““The Administrator may
include in the database other information
only if the information is on exceedances of
applicable water quality standards for patho-
gens and pathogen indicators for coastal
recreation waters and is made available to
the Administrator from other coastal water
quality monitoring programs determined to
be reliable by the Administrator. The data
base may provide such information through
electronic links to other databases deter-
mined to be reliable by the Administrator.”’

Page 14, line 11, strike ‘‘(d)” and insert
““(e)”.

(P)age 14, line 12, after ‘‘States” insert *‘, In-
dian tribes,”.

Page 14, line 16, strike ‘“‘(e)”” and insert

(IfD)age 15, strike lines 8 through 19 and insert
the following:

‘“(9) EPA IMPLEMENTATION.—With respect
to a State that has no program for moni-
toring for and notification of exceedances of
the applicable water quality standards for
pathogens and pathogen indicators in coastal
recreation waters adjacent to beaches (or
other points of access) open to the public
that protects public health and safety, after
the last day of the 3-year period beginning
on the date the Administrator identifies, on
a list required pursuant to subsection (f), dis-
crete areas of coastal recreation waters in
the State that are not subject to a moni-
toring and notification program meeting the
performance criteria established under sub-
section (a), the Administrator shall conduct,
subject to the conditions of subsection (b)(2),
a monitoring and notification program for
such discrete areas using the funds appro-
priated for grants under subsection (b), in-
cluding salaries, expenses, and travel.

Page 15, line 20, strike ‘‘(g)” and insert
“(h)”.

(P)age 15, line 21, after ‘“‘States’ insert *‘, In-
dian tribes,”.

Page 16, line 7, insert ‘““‘coastal’’ before ‘“‘es-
tuaries”.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BOEHLERT), as the designee of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHUSTER), and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

This will be very quick. The en bloc
amendment deals with noncontrover-
sial bipartisan amendments, technical
and clarifying. They have been worked
out by the ranking minority member. |
would like to give special credit to the
gentleman  from California  (Mr.
PomBO), who helped with the agri-
culture community to get us to this
point. | urge their adoption.
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Mr. Chairman, | yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY).

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, as the
author of the bill, I support the en bloc
amendment. | would like to also take
this opportunity to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. PomBo) for
his cooperative effort and willingness
to work with me in addressing the con-
cerns that the agricultural community
had initially expressed, and which are
addressed by the en bloc.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |1
urge adoption of the amendment, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate section 1.

The text of section 1 is as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Beaches Envi-
ronmental Assessment, Cleanup, and Health Act
of 1999,

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 2.

The text of section 2 is as follows:

SEC. 2. ADOPTION OF COASTAL RECREATION
WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND
STANDARDS BY STATES.

Section 303 of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1313) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘(i) COASTAL RECREATION WATER QUALITY
CRITERIA AND STANDARDS.—

‘(1) ADOPTION BY STATES.—

“(A) INITIAL CRITERIA AND STANDARDS.—Not
later than 3% years after the date of enactment
of this subsection, each State having coastal
recreation waters shall adopt and submit to the
Administrator water quality criteria and stand-
ards for such waters for those pathogens and
pathogen indicators for which the Administrator
has published criteria under section 304(a).

““(B) NEw OR REVISED STANDARDS.—Not later
than 3 years after the date of publication by the
Administrator of new or revised water quality
criteria under section 304(a)(9), each State hav-
ing coastal recreation waters shall adopt and
submit to the Administrator new or revised
water quality standards for such waters for all
pathogens and pathogen indicators for which
the Administrator publishes new or revised
water quality criteria.

““(2) FAILURE OF STATES TO ADOPT.—If a State
has not complied with paragraph (1)(A) by the
date specified in paragraph (1)(A), the Adminis-
trator shall promptly prepare and publish pro-
posed regulations for the State setting forth re-
vised or new water quality standards for coastal
recreation waters for the pathogens and patho-
gen indicators subject to paragraph (1)(A). If
the Administrator prepares and publishes such
regulations under subsection (c)(4)(B) before the
date specified in paragraph (1)(A), the Adminis-
trator shall promulgate any revised or new
standard under this paragraph not later than
the date specified in paragraph (1)(A).

““(3) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Except as expressly
provided by this subsection, the requirements
and procedures of subsection (c) apply to this
subsection.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 2?
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Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute be printed in the
RECORD and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

The text of the remainder of the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute is as follows:

SEC. 3. REVISIONS TO WATER QUALITY CRITERIA.

(a) STUDIES.—Section 104 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1254) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

““(v) STUDIES CONCERNING PATHOGEN INDICA-
TORS IN COASTAL RECREATION WATERS.—Not
later than 3 years after the date of enactment of
this subsection, and after consultation and col-
laboration with appropriate Federal, State, and
local officials (including local health officials)
and other interested persons, the Administrator
shall conduct, in cooperation with the heads of
other Federal agencies, studies to provide addi-
tional information for use in developing—

““(1) a more complete determination of poten-
tial human health risks resulting from exposure
to pathogens in coastal recreation waters, in-
cluding effects to the upper respiratory system;

““(2) appropriate and effective indicators for
improving detection in a timely manner in coast-
al recreation waters of the presence of patho-
gens that are harmful to human health;

‘“(3) appropriate, accurate, expeditious, and
cost-effective methods (including predictive mod-
els) for detecting in a timely manner in coastal
recreation waters the presence of pathogens that
are harmful to human health; and

““(4) guidance for State application of the cri-
teria for pathogens and pathogen indicators to
be issued under section 304(a)(9) to account for
the diversity of geographic and aquatic condi-
tions.”.

(b) REVISED CRITERIA.—Section 304(a) of such
Act (33 U.S.C. 1314(a)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

““(9) REVISED CRITERIA FOR COASTAL RECRE-
ATION WATERS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 4 years
after the date of enactment of this paragraph,
and after consultation and collaboration with
appropriate Federal, State, and local officials
(including local health officials), the Adminis-
trator shall issue new or revised water quality
criteria for pathogens and pathogen indicators
(including a revised list of testing methods, as
appropriate) based on the results of the studies
conducted under section 104(v) for the purpose
of protecting human health in coastal recreation
waters.

“(B) REVIEwWS.—At least once every 5 years
after the date of issuance of water quality cri-
teria under this paragraph, the Administrator
shall review and, as necessary, revise the water
quality criteria.”.

SEC. 4. COASTAL RECREATION WATER QUALITY
MONITORING AND NOTIFICATION.

Title IV of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act (33 U.S.C. 1341-1345) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“SEC. 406. COASTAL RECREATION WATER QUAL-
ITY MONITORING AND NOTIFICA-
TION.

‘““(a@) MONITORING AND NOTIFICATION.—Not
later than 18 months after the date of enactment
of this section, after consultation and collabora-
tion with appropriate Federal, State, and local
officials (including local health officials), and
after providing public notice and an oppor-
tunity for comment, the Administrator shall
publish performance criteria for—

‘(1) monitoring (including specifying avail-
able methods for monitoring) coastal recreation
waters adjacent to beaches (or other points of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

access) that are open to the public for attain-
ment of applicable water quality standards for
pathogens and pathogen indicators and for pro-
tection of public safety from floatable materials;
and

““(2) promptly notifying the public, local gov-
ernments, and the Administrator of any exceed-
ance of applicable water quality standards for
coastal recreation waters described in para-
graph (1) (or the immediate likelihood of such
an exceedance).

The performance criteria shall provide for the
activities described in paragraphs (1) and (2) to
be carried out as necessary for the protection of
public health and safety.

““(b) PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMEN-
TATION GRANTS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
make grants to States and local governments for
the purpose of developing and implementing
programs for monitoring and notification, as
provided in paragraphs (2) and (3).

“(2) STATE PROGRAMS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
make grants to a State for developing and imple-
menting a program for monitoring and notifica-
tion to protect public health and safety that
meets the performance criteria established under
subsection (a) for coastal recreation waters ad-
jacent to beaches (or other points of access) that
are open to the public and are subject to the ju-
risdiction of the State.

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The  Administrator
shall make grants for implementation of a pro-
gram of a State under subparagraph (A) only if
the Administrator determines that—

(i) the program has been developed through
a process that provides for public notice and an
opportunity for comment;

““(ii) the program meets the performance cri-
teria under subsection (a), based on a review of
the program, including information provided by
the State under clause (iii); and

*“(iii) the program—

“(1) identifies coastal recreation waters within
the jurisdiction of the State;

“(11) identifies those coastal recreation waters
adjacent to beaches (or other points of access)
that are open to the public and subject to the
jurisdiction of the State and that are covered by
the program;

“(111) identifies those coastal recreation wa-
ters covered by the program that would be given
a priority for monitoring and notification if fis-
cal constraints prevent compliance at all coastal
recreation waters covered by the program with
the performance criteria established under sub-
section (a);

“(1V) identifies the process for making any
delegation of responsibility for implementing the
program to local governments, the local govern-
ments, if any, to which the State has delegated
or intends to delegate such responsibility, and
the coastal recreation waters covered by the pro-
gram that are or would be the subject of such
delegation;

“(V) specifies the frequency of monitoring
based on the periods of recreational use of such
waters and the nature and extent of use during
such periods;

“(VI1) specifies the frequency and location of
monitoring based on the proximity of such wa-
ters to known point and nonpoint sources of
pollution and in relation to storm events;

“(VI1) specifies which methods will be used
for detecting levels of pathogens and pathogen
indicators that are harmful to human health
and for identifying short-term increases in
pathogens and pathogen indicators that are
harmful to human health in coastal recreation
waters, including in relation to storm events;

“(VIII) specifies measures for prompt commu-
nication of the occurrence, nature, location,
pollutants involved, and extent of such an ex-
ceedance (or the immediate likelihood of such an
exceedance) to the Administrator and a des-
ignated official of a local government having ju-
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risdiction over land adjoining the coastal recre-
ation waters covered by the State program for
which an exceedance is identified; and

“(1X) specifies measures for posting of signs at
the beach (or other point of access), or function-
ally equivalent communication measures, suffi-
cient to give notice to the public of an exceed-
ance (or the immediate likelihood of an exceed-
ance) of applicable water quality criteria for
pathogens and pathogen indicators for such wa-
ters and the potential risks associated with
water contact activities in such waters.

““(3) LOCAL PROGRAMS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
make a grant to a local government for devel-
oping and implementing a program for moni-
toring and notification to protect public health
and safety that meets the performance criteria
established under subsection (a) for coastal
recreation waters adjacent to beaches (or other
points of access) that are open to the public and
subject to the jurisdiction of the local govern-
ment.

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The  Administrator
shall make grants for implementation of a local
government program under subparagraph (A)
only if the Administrator determines that—

‘(i) the State in which the local government is
located did not submit a grant application meet-
ing the requirements of paragraph (2)(B) within
one year following the date of publication of
performance criteria under subsection (a);

““(ii) the local government program has been
developed through a process that provides for
public notice and an opportunity for comment;

““(iii) the local government program meets the
performance criteria under subsection (a), based
on a review of the local government program,
including information provided by the local gov-
ernment under paragraph (2)(B)(iii); and

““(iv) the local government program addresses
the matters identified in paragraph (2)(B)(iii)
with respect to such waters.

““(4) Li1ST oF WATERS.—Following receipt of a
grant under this subsection, a State or local
government shall apply the prioritization estab-
lished by the State or local government under
paragraph (2)(B)(iii)(111) and promptly submit
to the Administrator—

“(A) a list of discrete areas of coastal recre-
ation waters that are subject to the program for
monitoring and notification for which the grant
is provided where the performance criteria
under subsection (a) will be met; and

“(B) a list of discrete areas of coastal recre-
ation waters that are subject to the program for
monitoring and notification for which the grant
is provided where fiscal constraints will prevent
compliance with the performance criteria under
subsection (a).

““(5) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost of developing and implementing a moni-
toring and notification program under this sub-
section shall be not less than 50 percent nor
more than 100 percent, as determined by the Ad-
ministrator. The non-Federal share of such cost
may be met through in-kind contributions.

‘“(6) DELEGATION.—If a State delegates re-
sponsibility for monitoring and notification
under this subsection to a local government, the
State shall make a portion of any grant received
by the State under paragraph (2) available to
the local government in an amount commensu-
rate with the responsibilities delegated.

““(c) INFORMATION DATABASE.—The Adminis-
trator shall establish, maintain, and make avail-
able to the public by electronic and other means
a national coastal recreation water pollution oc-
currence database that provides information on
exceedances of applicable water quality stand-
ards for pathogens and pathogen indicators for
coastal recreation waters using information re-
ported to the Administrator pursuant to a moni-
toring and notification program that meets the
performance criteria established under sub-
section (a). The Administrator may include in
the database information made available to the
Administrator from other coastal water quality
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monitoring programs determined to be reliable
by the Administrator. The database may provide
information through electronic links to other
databases determined to be reliable by the Ad-
ministrator.

““(d) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Adminis-
trator shall provide technical assistance to
States and local governments for the develop-
ment of assessment and monitoring procedures
for floatable materials to protect public health
and safety in coastal recreation waters.

“(e) LIST OF WATERS.—Beginning not later
than 18 months after the date of publication of
performance criteria under subsection (a), the
Administrator shall maintain a list of discrete
areas of coastal recreation waters adjacent to
beaches (or other points of access) that are open
to the public and are not subject to a program
for monitoring and notification meeting the per-
formance criteria established under subsection
(a) based on information made available to the
Administrator. The list also shall identify dis-
crete areas of coastal recreation waters adjacent
to beaches (or other points of access) that are
open to the public and are subject to a moni-
toring and notification program meeting the per-
formance criteria established under subsection
(a). The Administrator shall make the list avail-
able to the public through publication in the
Federal Register and through electronic media.
The Administrator shall update the list at least
annually.

“(f) EPA IMPLEMENTATION.—After the last
day of the 3-year period beginning on the date
the Administrator identifies a discrete area of
coastal recreation waters adjacent to beaches
(or other points of access) that are open to the
public and are not subject to a monitoring and
notification program meeting the performance
criteria established under subsection (a), the
Administrator shall conduct such a monitoring
and notification program for the discrete area
using the funds appropriated for grants under
subsection (b), including salaries, expenses, and
travel. The Administrator’s duties under this
paragraph shall be limited to the activities that
can be performed using such funds.

““(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for mak-
ing grants to States and local governments
under subsection (b), including implementation
of monitoring and notification programs by the
Administrator under subsection (f), $30,000,000
for each of fiscal years 2000 through 2004.”.

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

Section 502 of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1362) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘“(21) COASTAL RECREATION WATERS.—The
term ‘coastal recreation waters’ means the Great
Lakes and marine coastal waters, including es-
tuaries, used by the public for swimming, bath-
ing, surfing, or other similar water contact ac-
tivities.

‘“(22) FLOATABLE MATERIALS.—The term
‘floatable materials’ means any foreign matter
that may float or remain suspended in the water
column and includes plastic, aluminum cans,
wood products, bottles, and paper products.

““(23) PATHOGEN INDICATORS.—The term
‘pathogen indicators’ means substances that in-
dicate the potential for human infectious dis-
ease.”.

SEC. 6. REPORT TO CONGRESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 4 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, and within
the succeeding 4-year period and periodically
thereafter, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency shall transmit to Con-
gress a report including—

(1) recommendations concerning the need for
additional water quality criteria for pathogens
and other actions needed to improve the quality
of coastal recreation waters;

(2) an evaluation of Federal, State, and local
efforts to implement this Act, including the
amendments made by this Act; and
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(3) recommendations on improvements to
methodologies and techniques for monitoring of
coastal recreation waters.

(b) COORDINATION.—The Administrator may
coordinate the report under this section with
other reporting requirements under the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act.

SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated for
carrying out the provisions of this Act (includ-
ing amendments made by this Act) for which
amounts are not otherwise specifically author-
ized to be appropriated such sums as may be
necessary for each of fiscal years 2000 through
2004.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no
amendments, the question is on the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.
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The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BLI-
LEY) having assumed the chair, Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 999) to amend the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act to
improve the quality of coastal recre-
ation waters, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 145, he
reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BLI-
LEY). Under the rule, the previous ques-
tion is ordered.

The question is on the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on the subject of the bill just
passed, H.R. 999.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
APRIL 26, 1999

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 2 p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
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tion to the request of the gentleman
from California?
There was no objection.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
APRIL 27, 1999

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday, April 26,
1999, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, April 27, 1999, for morning
hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, if the distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. BILBRAY) would be so kind as to
provide us with an explanation of next
week’s schedule.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to announce that we have con-
cluded legislative business for this
week. There will be no votes tomorrow,
Friday, April 23. However, | would like
to remind Members that there is a
ceremony in the Capitol tomorrow
celebrating the 50th anniversary of
NATO and all Members are invited.

Of course, we will be releasing our of-
ficial schedule this afternoon, but |
would like to take this opportunity to
outline next week’s agenda.

The House will meet at 2 p.m. on
Monday, April 26, for pro forma, but no
legislative business will be held and no
votes will be held on that day.

On Tuesday, April 27, the House will
meet at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour de-
bates and 2 p.m. for legislative busi-
ness.

We will consider a number of bills
under suspension of the rules, a list of
which will be distributed to all Mem-
bers’ offices. Members should note that
we expect votes after 2 p.m. on Tues-
day.

On Wednesday, April 28 and Thursday
April 29, the House will take up H.R.
1480, the Water Resources Development
Act; H.R. 833, the Bankruptcy Reform
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Act of 1999; and a motion to go to con-
ference on H.R. 4, the Missile Defense
Act.

Members should also be advised that
there may be action next week on the
War Powers Resolution introduced by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CAMPBELL).

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, if the gentleman would be so
kind as to continue to respond, does
the gentleman anticipate that next
week the supplemental appropriation
bill providing Kosovo funding will be
on the floor?

Mr. BILBRAY. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, right now it is in
committee and we are hoping that it
will be expedited as quickly as pos-
sible. We do not have any guarantees
at this time, but the committee is as-
suring us that they will get it to the
floor as soon as possible.

Mr. WISE. The gentleman also re-
ferred to the Campbell resolution re-
garding the War Powers Act. Does he
anticipate those actually being on the
floor next week?

Mr. BILBRAY. We are expecting that
it is very possible.

Mr. WISE. Since that is often as good
as it gets in a legislative body, | thank
the gentleman and wish him a good
weekend.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, |
want to clarify to Members that they
should note that we expect to conclude
legislative business on Thursday, April
29, and we will not have any votes on
Friday, April 30.

We hope this advance notice on
scheduling enables Members to adjust
their schedules.

Mr. WISE. Actually, the gentleman
has kind of sparked something with
me. If I could ask, following up on the
Campbell resolution, if it is very pos-
sible, do we know what day it might be
very possible that it would be coming
to the floor?

Mr. BILBRAY. We are looking for-
ward to Wednesday or Thursday.

Mr. WISE. | thank the gentleman.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BLUMENAUER addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. HULSHOF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HULSHOF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. CARSON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEMINT addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

EARTH DAY AND THE GREAT
LAKES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, this is
Earth Day. This is the day when, in the
simplest of terms, we are supposed to
say smokestacks are bad and trees are
good, that cars are bad and bicycles
and buses are good. Those of us con-
cerned about the environment, of
course, realize that environmental
issues have many more facets.

Consider the case of the Great Lakes.
It was in October, Mr. Speaker, that
many of my colleagues gave unanimous
approval to my resolution which called
on the President and the other body to
act to prevent the sale or diversion of
Great Lakes water to foreign coun-
tries, businesses, corporations and indi-
viduals.
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The House, speaking with one voice,
asked that procedures be established to
guarantee that any sale or diversion of
Great Lakes water be fully negotiated
and approved by representatives of the
Governments of the United States and
Canada.

I want to remind our colleagues of
this House action because, Mr. Speak-
er, there is another threat to the Great
Lakes, one which is posed by the drill-
ing of oil and gas in and under the wa-
ters of our Great Lakes.

Let me take a few moments on this
Earth Day to discuss water diversion
and drilling in the Great Lakes. First,
let me pose these questions: Are we
being alarmists? Are diversion and
drilling real threats to one of the
world’s most valuable resources?

Consider, Mr. Speaker, these facts in
terms of this potential impact on the
Great Lakes. Seventy percent of the
Earth’s surface is covered with water,
but 97.5 percent of that is sea water.
Only 2.5 percent of the surface water is
fresh water. And nearly 70 percent of
the fresh water is frozen glacial water.

The Great Lakes contains 6 trillion
gallons of fresh water, one-fifth of the
Earth’s fresh water supply. The Great
Lakes are home to 40 million people.
One-quarter of Canada’s population
lives in the Great Lakes basin.
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The World Bank predicts that by the
year 2025, more than 3 billion people in
52 countries will suffer water shortages
for drinking or sanitation. More than
300 cities in China right now are experi-
encing water shortages, and more than
100 are deemed to be in a condition of
acute water scarcity. Citizens of the
United States and Canada use and con-
sume more than 100 gallons of water
per day per person. The global water
demand is doubling every 21 vyears.
Eighty percent of all fresh water is
used for agricultural purposes.

I would like to thank the Buffalo
News for many of these facts, Mr.
Speaker. | present them as random
facts because, like pieces of a puzzle,
they must be analyzed and arranged to
see their importance.

The World Bank has studied this puz-
zle, and | call the attention of my col-
leagues to a quote from a World Bank
report, which the Buffalo News used as
the jump lead in a March 1999 story.
The World Bank report predicted,
“Wars of the next century will be
fought over water.”

Are we really be willing alarmists? A
company in Sault St. Marie, Ontario,
just one company, was given a permit
to take up to 2.6 million gallons per
day of water for the next 5 years. | was
joined by members of the Ontario par-
liament and the New Democratic Party
in bringing public attention to this
permit, which was then revoked by the
Ontario government.

But all fresh water will increasingly
be eyed as a potential commodity on
the world market.

A Vancouver-based company, Global
Water Corporation, has an agreement
with the Alaskan community of Sitka
to take water from a lake and ship it
by tanker to China. The deal allows
Global to take up to 5 billion gallons a
year for 30 years.

Now, | have spoken of just two com-
panies. We know the market is there.
We can easily see the overhead is mini-
mal, the market is expanding, and the
potential number of speculators and
potential shippers is unlimited.

Let me say that one more time, Mr.
Speaker, that although | have men-
tioned China twice in my remarks, |
am not attempting to invoke it as a
threat to our own security. China is
merely a customer who is in need of
water now. The world, the entire world,
will be eyeing our natural resources in
the Great Lakes.

As of today, the sale and diversion of
Great Lakes water and all fresh water
from North America remains unre-
solved. Following the House vote on
my resolution, the U.S. and Canada
have asked the international Joint
Commission to study the issue of water
diversion along the entire border from
Alaska to the St. Lawrence River.
Their preliminary report on diversion
should be ready in about 5 months. A
final report on our joint water re-
sources should be done early next year.

In the meantime, it is the policy of
my home State of Michigan to press for
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drilling of oil and gas under the Great
Lakes. Canada allows gas drilling di-
rectly in the Great Lakes. Proponents
of oil drilling in the Great Lakes say
the risk is minimal, small, tiny.

| say tiny is too big. A gallon of oil
spilled in Lake Superior would take 999
years to be cleared out by natural flow;
Lake Michigan, 99 years; Lake Huron,
60 years.

So if my colleagues want to play
Russian roulette, Mr. Speaker, how
many barrels on their gun would they
be comfortable with? 100,000? One mil-
lion?

I wish my colleagues in the Nation a
happy Earth Day, and | ask them to
consider my legislation to protect this
valuable resource.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. NORWOOD addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HOLT addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. Goss) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GOSS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

ARMENIAN GENOCIDE OF 1915-1923

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today, as my colleagues and | do every
year at this time, in a proud but sol-
emn tradition to remember and pay
tribute to the victims of one of his-
tory’s worst crimes against humanity,
the Armenian Genocide of 1915 to 1923.

The issue of genocide has been forced
onto our conscience and consciousness
at the end of the 20th century by the
tragic events in Kosovo. The ugly term
“ethnic cleansing’”’ has become a fre-
quently heard expression. Indeed, one
of the major rationales for the current
NATO campaign has been to prevent
the 20th century, which began with
genocide, from ending with genocide.

Comparisons can serve a useful and
instructive role, but it is important at
the same time to remember the
uniqueness of an event such as the Ar-
menian Genocide, one of the most hor-
rible events of the 20th century and in
all human history. Yet many, perhaps
most Americans, and most people
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around the world are barely aware of
this extremely significant historical
event.

Even more troubling than ignorance
or indifference is the phenomenon of
denial. Yes, just as with the obscene ef-
forts to deny the Nazi Holocaust, there
are actually people who try to deny
that the Armenian Genocide ever hap-
pened. And we must meet these deni-
als, these so-called revisionist claims,
head on with the truth. The Armenian
Genocide did happen.

The Armenian Genocide was the sys-
tematic extermination of one-and-a-
half million Armenian men, women,
and children during the final years of
the Ottoman Turkish Empire. This was
the first genocide of the 20th century,
but sadly not the last.

Saturday, April 24, will mark the
84th anniversary of the unleashing of
the Armenian Genocide. And Arme-
nian-Americans throughout the United
States, and people of conscience every-
where are commemorating this event
in various ways. The commemoration
that 1 will participate in will be held
on Sunday afternoon in Times Square
in New York City. And there will be
commemorations in my home State of
New Jersey, around the country, and
around the world.

The ANCA and the Armenian Assem-
bly of America have both been in the
forefront of calling for recognition of
the genocide not just for the people of
Armenian descent but for all of us as
an act of education and witness about
the evils of genocide and the danger of
forgetting.

Yet, Mr. Speaker, | regret to say that
the United States still does not offi-
cially recognize the Armenian Geno-
cide. Bowing to strong pressure from
Turkey, the U.S. State Department has
for more than 15 years shied away from
referring to the events of 1915 through
1923 by the word ‘“‘genocide.”’” President
Clinton and his recent predecessors
have annually issued proclamations on
the anniversary of the genocide but al-
ways stopped short of using the word
‘‘genocide,” thus minimizing and not
accurately conveying what really hap-
pened.

In an effort to address this lapse in
our own Nation’s record, a bipartisan
coalition of Members of Congress will
be working to enact legislation affirm-
ing the U.S. record on the Armenian
Genocide.

Expected to be introduced by the
gentleman from  California (Mr.
RADONOVICH) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), our Democratic
whip, the legislation calls on the Presi-
dent to collect all U.S. records on the
genocide and to provide them to the
House Committee on International Re-
lations, the U.S. Holocaust Memorial
Museum, and the Armenian Genocide
Museum in Yerevan.

I have to say, Mr. Speaker, that the
U.S. should go clearly on record and
unambiguously recognize the Arme-
nian Genocide and set aside April 24 as
a day of remembrance.
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It is also nothing short of a crime
against memory and human decency in
my opinion, Mr. Speaker, that the Re-
public of Turkey denies that the geno-
cide ever took place and has even
mounted an aggressive effort to try to
present an alternative and false version
of history, using its extensive financial
and lobbying resources in this country.
The Turkish Government has em-
barked on a strategy of endowing
Turkish studies programs at various
universities around the U.S., including
a program at Princeton University in
my home State of New Jersey.

Mr. Speaker, for nearly a decade, the
solemn remembrance of the tragedy of
the genocide has been alleviated some-
what about the remarkable progress
made by the Republics of Armenia and
Nagorno-Karabakh.

Among the international dignitaries
coming to Washington this weekend to
take part in the NATO summit will be
President Kocharian of the Republic of
Armenia. President Kocharian will also
address Members of Congress next
Tuesday in this Capitol Building. He
will take time out from the NATO ac-
tivities on Saturday to lay a wreath at
the tomb of President Woodrow Wilson,
whose administration recognized that
what was happening to the Armenian
people under the Ottoman Empire dur-
ing and after World War | represented a
unique kind of evil, and President Wil-
son tried to at least somewhat allevi-
ate the suffering.

It is interesting that President
Kocharian will be here as NATO is in-
volved in a campaign against atrocities
being committed against a civilian
population. Back in the time of the Ar-
menian Genocide, when Armenians
were being murdered and deported and
all record of the Armenian presence
was erased, there was no Western alli-
ance of democracies committed to
stopping aggression, brutality, and
genocide. Do we wish that there had
been then?

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, let me
just say | know that the Armenian
Genocide is a painful subject to dis-
cuss. Yet we must never forget what
happened and never cease speaking out.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) Iis
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE AND
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, today is
Earth Day. | chose to commemorate
Earth Day by introducing the Aca-
demic Excellence and Environmental
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Sciences Act. My bill seeks to encour-
age academic rigor in scientific edu-
cation by beginning at the lower grades
through the study of the environ-
mental sciences and the use of hands-
on recycling.

This, of course, is the year of the re-
authorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, and | hope
that my bill will be included in the act.
I have two goals here. The first comes
from what | understand to be the dif-
ficulty of imparting and explaining sci-
entific ideas and concepts, some of
them fairly abstract, to elementary
schoolchildren.

As a result of this difficulty, in the
elementary grades, children are often
relegated to ‘‘play science.’”” This ‘“‘play
science” not only does not prepare
them for science; it turns them off of
science.

Secondly, | believe that hands-on re-
cycling will help children learn at an
early age habits that conserve our re-
sources at the same time that it will
help concretize their interest in
science and their understanding of
science. By the time many youngsters
are exposed to science in high schools,
large numbers of them have lost inter-
est or are simply unready for the rigors
that are necessary to become pro-
ficient.

We are suffering from starting too
late to interest children in science. We
are suffering because of the reduced
pool of scientists and scientific ex-
perts.

Increasingly, many of our seats in
colleges and universities are filled by
young people from abroad, coming here
to study science because we have the
best science in the world. Part of the
impetus for my bill comes from my ex-
perience in recruiting my own D.C.
youngsters to the military academies.

I am pressing my own school system,
the D.C. public schools, to begin
science and math at earlier years so
that children retain their interest in
science and get prepared for the rigors
of the military academies.

Although the major emphasis of my
bill is scientific education for young
children, | also hope to encourage recy-
cling approaches. | believe that recy-
cling techniques involving children—
saving papers and crushing cans and
talking about where these materials
come from and why they degrade,
etc.—will help concretize the under-
lying scientific ideas.

I also think children are the best
messengers for recycling and for the
environment. They are the real envi-
ronmentalists in this society. If we
want scientists, we had better get them
before they get turned off and we had
better learn that we must not begin in
junior high school; we should begin
much earlier than that or else they are
off to computer games or cable or other
interests.

We must begin at the beginning. The
beginning is at the lower grade level.
We must start there if we mean to
groom scientists. We cannot start
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grooming when they already have
other interests. We want it started
young, as well, because these young
people can help us conserve our own re-
sources by learning about recycling
early and teaching us how to do it and
why it is so necessary.

0 1300

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING SUB-
MISSION OF AMENDMENTS ON
H.R. 1480, WATER RESOURCES DE-
VELOPMENT ACT OF 1999

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, this is to
notify Members of the House that the
Committee on Rules is planning to
meet the week of April 26 to grant a
rule which may limit the amendment
process on H.R. 1480, the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999.

Any Member who wishes to offer an
amendment should submit 55 copies
and a brief explanation of the amend-
ment by 5 p.m. on Tuesday, April 27, to
the Committee on Rules room, which is
H-312 right here in the Capitol.

Amendments should be drafted to the
text of the bill, as reported by the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

Mr. Speaker, Members should use the
Office of Legislative Counsel to ensure
that their amendments are properly
drafted and should check with the Of-
fice of the Parliamentarian to be cer-
tain their amendments comply with
the rules of the House.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. KasicH (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for Thursday,
April 22, 1999, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McCNuULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. CARSON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HoLT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BILBRAY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. DEMINT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. NORwoOD, for 5 minutes, today.
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Mr. Osg, for 5 minutes each day, on
April 27 and 28.

Mr. Goss, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. PEASE, for 5 minutes, on April 27.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 531. An act to authorize the President to
award a gold medal on behalf of the Congress
to Rosa Parks in recognition of her contribu-
tions to the Nation.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 2 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, April 26, 1999, at
2 p.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XIlI, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1688. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion’s final rule—Risk-Based Capital Stand-
ards: Market Risk (RIN: 3064-AC14) received
April 14, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1689. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Housing Finance Board, transmit-
ting the Board’s final rule—Collateral Eligi-
ble to Secure Federal Home Loan Bank Ad-
vances [No. 99-20] (RIN: 3069-AA77) received
April 14, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1690. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Division of Consumer and Community
Affairs, Federal Reserve Board, transmitting
the Board’s final rule—Consumer Leasing
[Regulation M; Docket No. R-1028] received
April 14, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1691. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Division of Consumer and Community
Affairs, Federal Reserve Board, transmitting
the Board’s final rule—Truth in Lending
[Regulation Z; Docket No. R-1029] received
April 14, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1692. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Policy Development, Federal Reserve
Board of Governors, transmitting the
Board’s final rule—Risk-Based Capital
Standards: Market Risk [Regulations H and
Y; Docket No. R-0996] received April 19, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

1693. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel Division of Regulatory Services, Of-
fice of Postsecondary Education, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Gaining Early Awareness
and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs
(RIN: 1840-AC59) received April 16, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

1694. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Office of Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education, Department
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of Education, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Notice of Final Funding Prior-
ities for Fiscal Year (FY) 1999 under the Na-
tive Hawaiian Curriculum Development,
Teacher Training, and Recruitment Pro-
gram—April 16, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

1695. A letter from the Special Assistant
Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations. (Wasilla, Anchorage and
Sterling, Alaska) [MM Docket No. 97-227,
RM-9159, RM-9229, RM-9230] received April
20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

1696. A letter from the Special Assistant
Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations. (Condon, Oregon) [MM
Docket No. 98-173, RM-9361] received April
20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

1697. A letter from the Special Assistant
Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations. (Palestine and
Frankston, Texas) [MM Docket No. 98-37,
RM-9238] received April 20, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1698. A letter from the Special Assistant
Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Federal Commu-

nications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations. (Hawesville and

Whitesville, Kentucky) [MM Docket No. 98-2,
RM-9217] received April 20, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1699. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tion Policy and Management Staff, Food and
Drug Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministrations’ final rule—Medical Devices;
Retention in Class Ill and Effective Date of
Requirement for Premarket Approval for
Three Preamendment Class Il Devices
[Docket No. 98N-0405] received April 20, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

1700. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Elimination of Reporting Re-
quirement and 30-Day Hold in Loading Spent
Fuel After Preoperational Testing of Inde-
pendent Spent Fuel Storage or Monitored
Retrievable Storage Installations (RIN: 3150-
AGO02) received April 19, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1701. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Prevailing Rate Systems;
Abolishment of the Orlando, Florida, Appro-
priated Fund Wage Area (RIN: 3206-Al04) re-
ceived April 14, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

1702. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Prevailing Rate Systems;
Redefinition of the Orlando, Florida, Appro-
priated Fund Wage Area (RIN: 3206-Al13) re-
ceived April 14, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

1703. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of the
Interior, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Preparation of Rolls of Indians
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(RIN: 1076-AD89) received April 20, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

1704. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Atlantic Swordfish
Fishery; Dealer Permitting and Import Doc-
umentation Requirements [Docket No.
970829218-9064-03; 1.D. 080597E] (RIN: 0648-
AK39) received April 13, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

1705. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries
Off West Coast States and in the Western Pa-
cific; West Coast Salmon Fisheries; Inseason
Adjustments From Cape Falcon, OR, to
Point Pitas, CA [Docket No. 980429110-8110-
01; 1.D. 032499B] received April 20, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Resources.

1706. A letter from the Chief, Regs and
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Special Local Regulations for Marine
Events; Cape Fear River, Wilmington, North
Carolina [CGD 05-98-106] (RIN: 2115-AE46) re-
ceived April 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1707. A letter from the Chief, Regs and
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Special Local Regulations; City of Au-
gusta, GA [CGDO07-98-068] (RIN: 2115-AE46)
received April 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1708. A letter from the Program Support
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; McDonnell Douglas Model DC-10
Series Airplanes and KC-10 (Military) Air-
planes [Docket No. 98-NM-197-AD; Amend-
ment 39-11131; AD 99-08-22] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received April 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1709. A letter from the Program Support
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Puritan-BENNETT Aero Systems
Company C351-2000 Series Passenger Oxygen
Masks and Portable Oxygen Masks [Docket
No. 98-CE-29-AD; Amendment 39-11130; AD
99-08-21] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 20,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1710. A letter from the Program Support
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Raytheon Aircraft Company Beech
Models 1900, 1900C, and 1900D Airplanes
[Docket No. 96-CE-60-AD; Amendment 39-
11129; AD 97-15-13 R2] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived April 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1711. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Customs Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Withdrawal of Inter-
national Airport Designation of Akron Ful-
ton Airport [T.D. 99-40] received April 20,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. SMITH of Texas (for himself
and Mr. ROGAN):

H.R. 1520. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to give priority, in the
allotment of immigrant visas to unmarried
sons and daughters of citizens, to an alien
who attains the age of 21 after the date on
which a petition to classify the alien is filed,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. BERRY:

H.R. 1521. A bill to preserve and protect ar-
chaeological sites and historical resources of
the central Mississippi Valley through the
establishment of the Mississippi Valley Na-
tional Historical Park as a unit of the Na-
tional Park System on former Eaker Air
Force Base in Blytheville, Arkansas; to the
Committee on Resources, and in addition to
the Committee on Armed Services, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. CHENOWETH (for herself, Mr.
HiLL of Montana, Mr. HERGER, and
Mr. DOOLITTLE):

H.R. 1522. A bill to safeguard communities,
lives, and property from catastrophic wild-
fire by authorizing contracts to reduce haz-
ardous fuels buildups on forested Federal
lands in wildland/urban interface areas while
also using such contracts to undertake forest
management projects to protect noncom-
modity resources, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Agriculture, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Resources, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. CHENOWETH (for herself, Mr.
YOuNG of Alaska, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
SCHAFFER, Mr. HiLL of Montana, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. PomMBO, Mr. PETERSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon,

Mrs. CuBIN, Mr. TAYLOR of North
Carolina, Mr. SiMPsoN, and Mr.
NETHERCUTT):

H.R. 1523. A bill to establish mandatory
procedures to be followed by the Forest Serv-
ice and the Bureau of Land Management in
advance of the permanent closure of any for-
est road so as to ensure local public partici-
pation in the decisionmaking process; to the
Committee on Resources, and in addition to
the Committee on Agriculture, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mrs. CHENOWETH (for herself, Mr.
HERGER, and Mr. DOOLITTLE):

H.R. 1524. A bill to authorize the continued
use on public lands of the expedited proc-
esses successfully used for windstorm-dam-
aged national forests and grasslands in
Texas; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. KLECZKA (for himself, Mr.
HOUGHTON, Mr. STARK, Mrs. JOHNSON
of Connecticut, Mr. MATSUI, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. WELLER, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Mr. LEwIs of Georgia, Mr. BOEHLERT,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. KING, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, Mr. QUINN, and Mr.
FORBES):

H.R. 1525. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide simplified cri-
teria, in lieu of the common law rules, for
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determining whether an individual is an em-
ployee or an independent contractor and to
limit retroactive employment tax reclassi-
fications; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
By Mr. WELDON of Florida (for him-
self and Mrs. CAPPS):

H.R. 1526. A bill to promote the inter-
national competitiveness of the United
States commercial space industry, to ensure
access to space for the Federal Government
and the private sector, and to minimize the
opportunities for the transfer to other na-
tions of critical satellite technologies; to the
Committee on Science.

By Mr. BROWN of California (for him-
self, Mr. GORDON, Mr. COSTELLO, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms.
RIVERS, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,

Ms. STABENOW, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr.
UbALL of Colorado, Mr. Wu, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.

ETHERIDGE, and Mr. BARCIA):

H.R. 1527. A bill to provide funding for the
academic programs of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration; to the
Committee on Science.

By Mrs. CUBIN (for herself, Mr. YOUNG
of Alaska, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. TANCREDO, and Mr. UDALL of Col-
orado):

H.R. 1528. A bill to reauthorize and amend
the National Geologic Mapping Act of 1992;
to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. ENGLISH (for himself, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. BORSKI,
Mr. GEKAS, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. GOODLING,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. PITTS, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
SHERWOOD, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. SHuU-
STER, Mr. KLINK, Mr. MURTHA, Mr.
TooMEY, and Mr. MASCARA):

H.R. 1529. A bill to require the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to modify the
treatment of certain patient days for pur-
poses of determining the amount of dis-
proportionate share adjustment payments to
hospitals under the Medicare Program; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R. 1530. A bill to make forestry insurance
plans available to owners and operators of
private forest land, to encourage the use of
prescribed burning on private forest land,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. FROST:

H.R. 1531. A bill to ensure safety in public
schools by increasing police presence; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GALLEGLY:

H.R. 1532. A bill to strengthen warning la-
bels on smokeless tobacco products; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. MOORE (for himself and Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska):

H.R. 1533. A bill to compensate the Wyan-
dotte Tribe of Oklahoma for the taking of
certain rights by the Federal Government,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 1534. A bill to amend title VI of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to include programs that encourage aca-
demic rigor in scientific education in ele-
mentary schools; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota (for
himself, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. MCHUGH,
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. BisHOP, Mr.
CONDIT, Mr. KIND, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. PASTOR,

Mr. CALVERT, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
THUNE, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. OBEY, Mr.
WATKINS, Mr. WISE, Mr. BALDACCI,

Mr. SHows, and Mr. CLEMENT):
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H.R. 1535. A bill to extend the milk price
support program through 2002 at the rate in
effect for 1999; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. POMEROY (for himself, Mr.
THUNE, Mr. MINGE, and Mr. BOs-
WELL):

H.R. 1536. A bill to amend the Federal Crop
Insurance Act to encourage the broadest pos-
sible participation of producers in the Fed-
eral crop insurance program and to ensure
the continued availability of affordable crop
insurance for producers; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. QUINN:

H.R. 1537. A bill to amend the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 to provide for
the development and use of brownfields, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Transportation and Infrastructure,
and Ways and Means, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ROGAN (for himself, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. PITTS, Ms. GRANGER, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. MCINTOSH, and Mr.
TIAHRT):

H.R. 1538. A bill to provide flexibility to
certain local educational agencies that de-
velop voluntary public and private parental
choice programs under title VI of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965; to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and in addition to the Committee
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mrs. ROUKEMA (for herself and Mr.
VENTO):

H.R. 1539. A bill to repeal the stock loan
limit in the Federal Reserve Act; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. SAXTON:

H.R. 1540. A bill to reform the Exchange
Stabilization Fund; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

H.R. 1541. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to restore the deduction for
business meals and entertainment; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STARK:

H.R. 1542. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for screening
retinal eye examinations under the Medicare
Program for individuals diagnosed with dia-
betes; to the Committee on Commerce, and
in addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mrs. THUR-
MAN, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.
LEwIs of Georgia, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr.

BrROWN of Ohio, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. L AMPSON, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. GREEN of Texas, and
Mr. PAUL):

H.R. 1543. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to combat fraud and
abuse under the Medicare Program with re-
spect to partial hospitalization services; to
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Commerce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. STARK:

H.R. 1544. A bill to require the Secretary of

Health and Human Services to establish a
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demonstration project to provide Medicare
beneficiaries greater information with re-
spect to various courses of treatment for cer-
tain diseases or injuries to enable the bene-
ficiaries to make more informed decisions
when selecting a course of treatment for the
disease or injury; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, and in addition to the Committee
on Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.
By Mr. STUPAK:

H.R. 1545. A bill to amend title XXI of the
Social Security Act to provide for improved
data collection and evaluations of State
Children’s Health Insurance Programs, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. THOMAS:

H.R. 1546. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide increased retire-
ment savings opportunities, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. THORNBERRY:

H.R. 1547. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to make certain improvements
with respect to the TRICARE program; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. TRAFICANT:

H.R. 1548. A bill to provide for a 3-judge di-
vision of the court to determine whether
cases alleging breach of secret Government
contracts should be tried in court; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. VISCLOSKY (for himself, Mr.
TOWNS, Mrs. MALONEY of New York,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OWENS,
Mr. BONIOR, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. BENTSEN,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. QUINN, Mr. KUCINICH, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Mr. DAvis of Florida, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. DEFAzIO, Ms. DANNER,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. STARK, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. MATsUI, Mr. DAvVIS
of Illinois, Mr. FILNER, Mr. KLINK,
Mr. MINGE, Mr. HiLL of Indiana, Ms.
CARSON, and Ms. HooLEY of Oregon):

H.R. 1549. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to establish a
National Clean Water Trust Fund and to au-
thorize the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to use amounts in
that Fund to carry out projects to restore
and recover waters of the United States from
damages resulting from violations of that
Act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. FARR of California (for him-
self, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. GEORGE MILLER
of California, Mr. WALSH, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. GILCHREST, Ms.
PELOSI, and Mr. VISCLOSKY):

H. Res. 146. A resolution providing for the
mandatory implementation of the Office
Waste Recycling Program in the House of
Representatives; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. STARK:

H. Res. 147. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideas and commending the orga-
nizers of ‘““Children’s Memorial Day’’; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 45: Mr. PITTS, Mr. JENKINS, and Mr.
ADERHOLT.

H.R. 135: Mr. FILNER, Mr. SHoOwSs, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mr. HiLL of Indiana, and Mr. MCHUGH.

H.R. 205: Mr. GILMAN.

H.R. 240: Mr. VENTO.

H.R. 248: Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 351: Mr. CoNDIT, Mr. HINOJOSA, and
Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 358: Mr. DEFAZzIO.

H.R. 425: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. Lu-
THER, Mr. MoOAKLEY, and Mr. LEwiIs of Geor-
gia.

H.R. 530: Mr. ISAKSON.

H.R. 576: Mr. BONIOR.

H.R. 617: Mr. FROST and Ms. BALDWIN.

H.R. 632: Ms. BERKLEY and Mr.
BOROUGH.

H.R. 716: Mr. FLETCHER.

H.R. 721: Mr. TIERNEY, Ms. LEE, and Mr.
GOODE.

H.R. 725: Mrs. CAPPS.

SCAR-
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H.R. 775 Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr.
LAHoOOD, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. WOLF, Mr.
BEREUTER, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. BALLENGER,

Mr. HiLL of Montana, Mr. LARGENT, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, and Mr. GARRY MILLER of
California.

H.R. 797: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 828:
H.R. 872:

Mr. SHIMKUS.
Mr. LANTOS.

H.R. 876: Mr. NETHERCUTT and Mr. TALENT.

H.R. 883: Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin, Mr. BALLENGER, and Mr. COBLE.

H.R. 997: Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms.
EsSHOO, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. WOLF, Mr. PHELPS, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr.
TIERNEY, and Mr. INSLEE.

H.R. 1041: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.

H.R. 1109: Mr. MeEeks of New York and Mr.
FILNER.

H.R. 1111: Mr. HEFLEY.

H.R. 1130: Mr. KING.

H.R. 1183: Mr. GARY MILLER of California,
Mr. CALVERT, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. GUTKNECHT,
Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. MANzULLO, and Mr. PAs-
TOR.

H.R. 1221: Mr. COSTELLO, Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii, Mr. WOLF, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
PALLONE, and Mrs. NORTHUP.
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H.R. 1261: Mr. WHITFIELD and Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 1265: Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. Wu, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 1278: Mr. LAHooD and Mr. BISHOP.

H.R. 1301: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. BOEHLERT,
Mr. JOHN, and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 1309: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.

H.R. 1342: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
HINOJOSA, and Mrs. TAUSCHER.

H.R. 1368: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. MANZULLO,
and Mr. ARMEY.

H.R. 1408: Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 1467: Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

H.R. 1491: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. BROwN of Ohio,
Mr. FROST, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. SHows, and
Mr. BERMAN.

H.J. Res. 44: Mr. BARR of Georgia.

DISCHARGE PETITIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XV, the fol-
lowing discharge petition was filed:

Petition 2, April 20, 1999, by Mr. CAMP-
BELL on H. Res. 126, was signed by the fol-
lowing Member: Tom Campbell.
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The Senate met at 9:37 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable RICK
SANTORUM, a Senator from the State of
Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
prayer will be offered by our guest
Chaplain, Dr. Jack C. Bishop, Jr.

PRAYER
The guest Chaplain, Dr. Jack C.
Bishop, Jr., pastor, First Baptist

Church, Waynesville, NC, offered the
following prayer:

Our gracious Lord, Your word de-
clares, ‘“They that wait upon the Lord
shall renew their strength.” You sum-
mon us to reverence and honor this day
as in every day. By seeking Your wis-
dom, we can make wise and fair
choices. By trusting Your love and jus-
tice, we can aspire to a democracy that
protects and provides for all citizens.
By accepting Your forgiveness and
grace, we can be forgiving and graceful
ourselves. What a blessed Nation we
are!

In the stillness of Your power and
glory, may Your spirit prevail upon
these national leaders. Give them the
steady assurance of Your will and
goodness in the most complex of mat-
ters they will consider this day. Give
them devout courage, humility, and vi-
sion for their tasks. Give them fan-
tastic energy from their fellow citizens
who wear no badge of honor but who
pray for them every day. Protect the
Senators from disillusionment and in-
vigorate them with the progress of
Your righteousness. Let them see Your
glory when people freely do good and
serve others. Let the nations see the
glory of the God-given democracy
where equality and justice abound.

O Lord, we are particularly mindful
of the grieving community in Little-
ton, CO, and the burdens of our Nation
considering war. Deliver our world
from violence and war that through
You we might be peacemakers and
keepers.

Thank You for the gifts of these na-
tional leaders, their service to our Na-

Senate

tion, and their faith in You. Be with
their families and let them all feel ap-
preciated. O God, You are the Author
of liberty, both now and forevermore.
In Your holy name. Amen.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, April 22, 1999.

To THE SENATE: Under the provisions of
rule I, section 3, of the Standing Rules of the
Senate, I hereby appoint the Honorable RICK
SANTORUM, a Senator from the State of
Pennsylvania, to perform the duties of the
Chair.

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. SANTORUM thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The acting majority leader is rec-
ognized.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the Senate will immediately re-
sume debate on the Social Security
lockbox legislation with a vote on clo-
ture at 11:30 a.m. Pursuant to rule
XXII, Senators have until 10:30 a.m. to
file second-degree amendments to the
Lott amendment. Following the vote,
if cloture is not invoked, it is the in-
tention of the leader to proceed to the
important Y2K legislation. The Senate
may also consider any other legislative
or executive items cleared for action.

As a reminder, the Senate will not be
in session on Friday due to the NATO
summit taking place in Washington
throughout the weekend.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention and, Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as might be necessary.

————
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved.

———

GUIDANCE FOR THE DESIGNATION
OF EMERGENCIES AS A PART OF
THE BUDGET PROCESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be 2 hours of debate, equally
divided, on amendment No. 2564 to S.
557, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 557) to provide guidance for the
designation of emergencies as part of the
budget process.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Lott (for Abraham) amendment No. 254, to
preserve and protect the surpluses of the so-
cial security trust funds by reaffirming the
exclusion of receipts and disbursement from
the budget, by setting a limit on the debt
held by the public, and by amending the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 to provide a
process to reduce the limit on the debt held
by the public.

Abraham amendment No. 255 (to amend-
ment No. 2564), in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. ENZI addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming is
recognized.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the Social Security lockbox
amendment as offered by the distin-
guished majority leader, Senator LOTT,
and the Budget Committee chairman,
Senator DOMENICI.

You can’t spend I0Us. Right now, So-
cial Security is a marked trust fund,

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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but it is a box of IOUs. This amend-
ment represents an unparalleled com-
mitment by the Senate to pay off some
IOUs, truly lock the Social Security
money up and thereby assure present
seniors and following generations of
seniors that their Social Security bene-
fits will be there when they need them
most. When Social Security first start-
ed, there were 45 people working to
take care of one person who is retired.
It has been a huge pyramid, but it is
now becoming inverted. We are fast ap-
proaching a time when only two or
three people will be funding the one
who is retired. If you have kids, think
about how you would feel about mak-
ing your children pay your Social Se-
curity by themselves out of their pay-
checks. That is what the future looks
like. You can see what a bite out of a
paycheck that is going to be for two or
three people to be able to pay the
monthly benefit of one retiree.

Being fiscally responsible is one way
to remedy this problem. Passing this
lockbox amendment is a means to
avoiding a last-minute Draconian
event. As an accountant, I have an ap-
preciation and respect for numbers.
They can be just as misleading as they
are truthful. But there should be no
misconception about what our Nation’s
budget projections tell us. The surplus
we expect to get over the next 15 years
is Social Security revenue.

This is an important point to under-
stand. Budget surplus revenue, during
the next 15 years, comes from manda-
tory Federal payroll taxes paid by
working Americans. What is paid into
the Federal Government as FICA taxes
goes towards keeping the Social Secu-
rity program running. What is paid in
by the people working gets paid out to
the people who are on retirement, and
there is a slight excess at the moment.
It just happens to match up with what
we called the surplus last year.

I have never seen an administration
squeeze so much political mileage as
there has been on the budget surplus.
That is not hard to do when folks are
promised funding for every popular
Federal program, including a few that
don’t even exist at the moment. Unfor-
tunately, I am unable to look people in
the eye and tell them that the budget
surplus is America’s ‘‘golden calf.” Not
only is it unconscionable, it is simply
not true.

These empty promises are how folks
get the impression that the budget sur-
plus is based on general revenue. It
could be in just a few years, if we only
respect and act on what the numbers
really tell us, that the current surplus
isn’t general revenue but actually So-
cial Security receipts. There can be
some surplus if we have some dis-
cipline. If the Senate adopts the Social
Security lockbox amendment, Congress
could be debating what to do with true
general revenue surplus shortly.

For now, we have a duty to do what
is right, preserve Social Security by re-
tiring part of the $5.5 trillion debt and
locking out the spending of Social Se-
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curity money. Even though the econ-
omy is strong, I am surprised that so
few people are aware that we, as a Na-
tion, are in danger of passing on to our
kids and our grandkids a $5.5 trillion
debt and a potentially bankrupt Social
Security system. Our society has be-
come so tied to the immediate gratifi-
cation received from spending money
that we fail to recognize the danger
that looms from this Federal credit
card spending.

Congress has no room to talk. Our
massive Federal debt and ever-chang-
ing demographics will place a tremen-
dous amount of pressure on our young
workforce. Future generations deserve
the same opportunities we demand for
ourselves. Neglecting our responsi-
bility to ensure Social Security sol-
vency for future retirees begs distrust
from our kids. We must not leave a fi-
nancial burden we created for them to
repay and no Social Security. If this
amendment fails, we will continue to
pay 13% percent of total budget outlays
in interest on the Federal debt. That
alone amounts to $231 billion that
could be used to help preserve Social
Security each year.

If this amendment does not pass,
over $10 trillion of interest payments
over the next 30 years will continue to
be paid by taxpayers. Preserving the
Social Security program by retiring
our debt is the only way to avoid such
senseless spending without a major re-
form. It isn’t just Members of the Sen-
ate that believe in fiscal responsibility.
I encourage the administration to read
the testimony of Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan before the
Senate Budget Committee earlier this
year. He advises caution in our spend-
ing because Federal revenues are not
guaranteed and they may fall short of
expectations. Rather, we should be
aiming for budget surpluses, true budg-
et surpluses, and using the proceeds to
retire outstanding Federal debt. That,
he said, will help the economy and pro-
tect Social Security for a long time to
come. That is Alan Greenspan.

This amendment does just what Alan
Greenspan said and recognizes real-life
economic situations. We are in one of
those real-life economic situations now
with the war. Senators DOMENICI and
ABRAHAM have gone to great lengths to
ensure that the pending Social Secu-
rity lockbox amendment is sound and
fair, providing flexible administration.
If passed, it would authorize adjust-
ments to the debt limits established for
any Social Security modernization leg-
islation that Congress and the adminis-
tration enacts in the coming years.

I continue to hope that the adminis-
tration is serious about sensible struc-
tural changes to the program itself. In
addition, the requirements of this
amendment would be suspended during
a period of economic recession, as well
as for emergency spending and a dec-
laration of war. Most would agree that
such situations should not be subjected
to statutory debt limitations.

No tricks or gimmicks here. This is
upfront fiscal responsibility. By retir-
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ing our debt, this amendment would
protect the Social Security budget sur-
plus from being spent on non-Social
Security programs. It begins an over-
due process of paying back the Govern-
ment creditors and helping the tax-
paying workers. Why should the Fed-
eral Government be allowed to incur a
debt it currently has no intention of
paying back? Repayment is the respon-
sible thing to do. It makes sound eco-
nomic sense.

I strongly support the passage of the
Social Security lockbox amendment. I
commend the authors for this legisla-
tion. Their dedication to preserving So-
cial Security through fiscal responsi-
bility is admirable. I encourage all of
my Senate colleagues to vote in favor
of this amendment.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of our time.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. ENZI. If it is off your time, yes.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. The distin-
guished Senator said, as I was coming
in, that there was a box of I0Us. How
do you think in the Social Security
trust fund you got the I0Us?

Mr. ENZI. The Social Security trust
fund is lent to the Federal Government
and we spend every dime that is lent to
us. It is a loan.

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is right. While
spending every dime of the trust fund,
we reduce the public debt, so that what
we have is the unified debt. I have
heard the Senator and everybody else
say, this time, leave it out of the uni-
fied deficit. That is how you bring out
the unified deficit, and rather than the
regular deficit, and the unified budget;
isn’t that correct?

Mr. ENZI. No. If you paid the Social
Security portion of the debt, you are
really taking money out of the bank
and putting it right back into the
piggy bank. It has to be reloaned.
There is no other alternative. Until
there is reform on it, there is no other
alternative except to loan it out. When
it gets loaned out, we spend every
penny.

We are not supposed to spend the So-
cial Security money. We are not sup-
posed to be robbing the piggy bank.
But that is what happens. That piggy
bank, that trust fund, is IOUs. It is
money lent to the Federal Government
again, and spent again.

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is exactly
right. It is a Social Security piggy
bank. That is the whole point I am try-
ing to make—the same point the Sen-
ator from Wyoming is making—that we
have been robbing the Social Security
piggy bank, as I show you here, and
other banks, incidentally, whereby this
year we owe Social Security $857 bil-
lion.

Isn’t that correct?

Mr. ENZI. That is correct.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Then we apply it
using these trust funds to pay down the
debt. That is what we have been doing,
by any and every other program,
whether it is a tax cut, whether it is
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defense spending, whether it is disaster
in the farm areas, whatever it is. That
runs up the debt. When you pay down
the debt, you get to the unified deficit.

That is what they have all been brag-
ging about—how the unified deficit has
been coming down and we have a sur-
plus. We don’t have an actual surplus.
We spend $100 billion more than we
take in this year—$100 billion more
than we take in this year. But yet we
say we have a surplus, because it is
unified, because we have used Social
Security to pay down the public debt.

Mr. ENZI. Absolutely. We have used
Social Security, and then we put the
money back into Social Security
again, and then we spend it again.
There has to be some major reform if
we are going to have some Social Secu-
rity money that is actually a trust
fund that people will be able to use on
their own.

Several
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina has the floor.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming is
exactly right. We have to do some-
thing. That is what we did. We say this
charade has to stop. We are really
looting Social Security while we say
we are trying to save it. As a result, we
have gotten Social Security into a tre-
mendous debt. We have savaged the
fund. Now everybody comes to say they
want to save Social Security.

That’s why I put in the bill S. 605. We
will introduce it. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have it printed in the RECORD
as if delivered right now.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 605

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Social Secu-

rity Fiscal Protection Act of 1999,

SEC. 2. OFF BUDGET STATUS OF SOCIAL SECU-
RITY TRUST FUNDS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the receipts and disbursements of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund shall not be counted as new
budget authority, outlays, receipts, or def-
icit or surplus for purposes of—

(1) the budget of the United States Govern-
ment as submitted by the President,

(2) the congressional budget, or

(3) the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985.

SEC. 3. EXCLUSION OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSE-
MENTS FROM SURPLUS AND DEF-
ICIT TOTALS.

The receipts and disbursements of the old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance pro-
gram established under title II of the Social
Security Act and the revenues under sec-
tions 86, 1401, 3101, and 3111 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 related to such pro-
gram shall not be included in any surplus or
deficit totals required under the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 or chapter 11 of
title 31, United States Code.

SEC. 4. CONFORMITY OF OFFICIAL STATEMENTS
TO BUDGETARY REQUIREMENTS.

Any official statement issued by the Office

of Management and Budget or by the Con-

Senators addressed the
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gressional Budget office of surplus or deficit
totals of the budget of the United States
Government as submitted by the President
or of the surplus or deficit totals of the con-
gressional budget, and any description of, or
reference to, such totals in any official pub-
lication or material issued by either of such
Offices, shall exclude all receipts and dis-
bursements under the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance program under title II of
the Social Security Act and the related pro-
visions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(including the receipts and disbursements of
the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund).

SEC. 5. REPOSITORY REQUIREMENT.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, throughout each month that begins
after October 1, 1999, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall maintain, in a secure reposi-
tory or repositories, cash in a total amount
equal to the total redemption value of all ob-
ligations issued to the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed-
eral Disability Insurance Trust Fund pursu-
ant to section 201(d) of the Social Security
Act that are outstanding on the first day of
such month.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, that
is drawn up with the counsel of the So-
cial Security Administration whereby
we do exactly what the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming would like to
do. We get the interest. We allow the
Government to buy our Social Security
moneys and give us the Treasury bills.
Then each month, at the first of the
month, we transfer that same amount
of money back into a trust fund to be
spent on Social Security, and only So-
cial Security.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, today
the Senate is debating the so-called So-
cial Security lockbox. This is legisla-
tion that was intended to protect the
Social Security surpluses. Unfortu-
nately, it failed.

Throughout my tenure in the Senate,
as a member of the Senate Budget
Committee and the Senate Finance
Committee, I have done my level best
to support balancing the budget with-
out counting Social Security surpluses
and to protect those surpluses.

That is why I was looking forward to
this debate. I was hoping we were going
to have a chance to really engage in a
discussion about how to protect Social
Security—to go through the normal
legislative process, to offer amend-
ments, to have votes and to let Sen-
ators decide the outcome.

Unfortunately, the advocates of this
particular approach apparently are so
insecure about their approach that
they won’t permit any amendments.
They don’t want a debate. They do not
want votes to decide the outcome. That
is unfortunate.

But I think it speaks volumes about
the weakness of their position. It
seems incredibly ironic to this Senator
that a bill whose sponsors say is de-
signed to protect Social Security actu-
ally puts Social Security benefit pay-
ments at risk.
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Let me repeat that.

This bill which is advertised to pro-
tect Social Security actually puts So-
cial Security benefit payments at risk.

That is not just the view of this Sen-
ator. That is the view of the Secretary
of the Treasury, who has the responsi-
bility for making Social Security pay-
ments. The Secretary of the Treasury,
Mr. Rubin, in a letter dated yesterday,
wrote in part:

Our analysis indicates that this provision
could preclude the United States from meet-
ing its financial obligations to repay matur-
ing debt and to make benefit payments—in-
cluding Social Security checks—and could
also worsen a future economic downturn.

The Secretary of the Treasury says
this bill is the wrong way to protect
Social Security.

Interestingly enough, it is not just
the Secretary of the Treasury who says
that and has reached that conclusion.
We also have a letter from the Chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee
in the House of Representatives, Chair-
man ARCHER. Chairman ARCHER in a
letter to the Chairman of the Budget
Committee in the House of Representa-
tives, dated April 9, says:

One has only to read the arguments pre-
sented in the March 17, 1999, letter from Sec-
retary Rubin to appreciate the dire con-
sequences always presented during a debt
limit crisis—disruption of Treasury bond
management and worldwide financial mar-
kets, doubts about making government pay-
ments including Social Security benefits,
and raising borrowing costs to the tax-
payers—and why Congress always votes to
raise the limit.

Chairman ARCHER, the Republican
Chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee in the House of Representatives
that has jurisdiction over this issue,
says in conclusion in his letter:

I see no need to enact limits, even if mere-
ly advisory, that do not directly protect the
Social Security surplus and re-ignite the
debt limit controversy that proved so bitter
and futile for everyone four years ago.

That is the Chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee in the House of
Representatives warning that this leg-
islation is not the way to protect So-
cial Security.

Instead, he says:

In my view, strict budget enforcement
measures are the most effective way to con-
trol spending. To reduce debt, the President
and the Congress, like every American
household, must commit themselves to
spending constraint.

The Chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee is exactly right. The Sec-
retary of the Treasury is exactly right.
We are pursuing an illusion here. It is
an attractive illusion. It is an illusion
that suggests if we just will adopt it,
that it is going to save Social Security.
Unfortunately, it will not.

I would really like to know what the
sponsors of this legislation are so
afraid of. Why have they, through a
contorted plan, blocked anybody from
offering an amendment? Why do they
want to prevent Senators from voting
on alternatives? Why? Because they
are afraid of the results. They are
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afraid they would lose in the cold, hard
light of day. They fear that if we have
a real debate out here about options
and alternatives that their alternative
wouldn’t hold up.

What is there to fear by having votes
right here on the floor of the Senate,
and deciding this issue the way we de-
cide all others? Why have they gone
through their contorted legislative
process, this legislative scheme, to pre-
vent people from voting their con-
science? I think it is because they
know they have a plan that does not
hold up.

I think you really have to wonder.
Are they really interested in pro-
tecting Social Security, including its
trust funds and benefit payments? Or
do they just want a quick vote on a bill
whose provisions can’t withstand scru-
tiny?

Mr. President, I think we should sub-
ject this legislation to scrutiny just as
we do other legislation. If we do, we
will see that instead of protecting So-
cial Security, this legislation endan-
gers Social Security, while risking
more Government shutdowns and de-
fault on our obligations.

Mr. President, the lockbox that has
been offered here today creates limits
on publicly-held debt that are sup-
posedly enforceable with 60-vote points
of order.

I strongly support the goal of paying
down publicly-held debt. But creating
supermajority points of order against
raising the debt limit won’t accomplish
that goal. The ability of the Federal
Government to pay down publicly-held
debt is created through tough fiscal de-
cisions, decisions to control spending,
decisions not to squander the surpluses
that are projected to occur over the
next 10 years.

If Congress fails to make those tough
decisions and spends the surpluses,
debt will rise. Creating a debt crisis at
that point in time is too late. At that
point, the Federal Government has ob-
ligations it simply must meet.

Interestingly enough, Chairman AR-
CHER agrees with me on this point as
well. He says:

. . . debt limits have a long history of fail-
ure in preventing spending and deficits. Hit-
ting a debt limit, like a credit card limit,
merely represents the consequences of gov-
ernment spending already approved by the
President and Congress.

So these new limits on debt could
preclude the United States from meet-
ing its future financial obligations to
repay debt and to honor its commit-
ments. They would produce permanent
damage to our credit standing. The
debt obligations of the United States
are currently recognized as the most
creditworthy of any investment in the
world. It is in our interest to maintain
that standard. Even the appearance of
risk would impose significant addi-
tional costs on American taxpayers.

I think we all remember November of
1995. A debt crisis was precipitated
when Government borrowing reached
the debt limit; two months later, in
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January, Moody’s, the credit-rating
firm, placed Treasury securities on re-
view for possible downgrade. It is ab-
surd to put us back in that position—
endangering the credit rating of the
United States to supposedly protect us
against rising debt, when this legisla-
tion doesn’t do that.

In addition to the damage that can
be done to the U.S. credit rating, this
lockbox also puts Social Security ben-
efit payments at risk, as I have indi-
cated before. Again, that is not just my
opinion, it is the opinion of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury who has the re-
sponsibility to make those payments.
It is the opinion of the Chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee in the
House of Representatives who has ju-
risdiction over these issues.

The point is simple: during a debt
crisis, the Treasury Department has no
ability to prioritize the payment of
Government benefits that are coming
due. If Congress cannot raise the debt
limit, Social Security benefits cannot
be made.

The sponsors of this lockbox claim
they have addressed this problem in
their legislation. They say they have
directed Treasury to give priority to
Social Security payments. Unfortu-
nately, the Treasury Department has
no ability to do that now. If the Treas-
ury Department runs out of borrowing
authority and has no cash coming in,
prioritization of payments won’t help
anyway. The Treasury would have no
ability to pay Social Security benefits
that are due. Using the debt limit as a
fiscal policy tool is bad policy. It di-
rectly places at risk the benefit pay-
ments to Social Security recipients.

These are not the only shortcomings
of this legislation. Another of the seri-
ous problems with the legislation be-
fore the Senate is that it risks creating
longer and deeper recessions than our
economy might otherwise experience.

I am concerned about the economic
and fiscal impact these debt limit tar-
gets could have on the economy during
a time of recession. I believe these lim-
its would require the Federal Govern-
ment to take the wrong actions during
recessionary periods, making reces-
sions more severe and negating the sta-
bilizing counter-cyclical tools the Fed-
eral Government can use during times
of recession.

Sometimes I wonder if we learn from
the past. Sometimes I wonder if we are
not condemned to repeat the unfortu-
nate experiences of the past because we
don’t learn those lessons. We suffered
depression after depression in this
country before we finally figured out
how to counter the cycle of recession
and depression. What this legislation
could do is take away those tools at
the very time they are most needed.

This lockbox legislation requires the
Federal Government to hit a debt limit
target on May 1 of each year. Through-
out the year, the debt target could not
be exceeded. During years when we are
heading towards the trough of the busi-
ness cycle, revenues grow more slowly
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because more people are unemployed
and expenditures for programs like un-
employment insurance and food stamps
rise. When those two things happen,
the deficit gets larger and the Treasury
has to issue more debt. Under this pro-
posal, the Treasury couldn’t issue more
debt. At that point, the lockbox would
become a noose on this economy, mak-
ing the recession worse, requiring the
Congress to either raise taxes or cut
spending at precisely the wrong time.

That is economic folly. It is at that
very time that the counter-cyclical
tools ought to be used to lessen the re-
cession, to prevent depression. That is
what our economic history teaches. We
should not forget the lessons so bit-
terly learned.

Our friends advocating this legisla-
tion say they have included an excep-
tion for recession in their lockbox. The
problem is, it won’t work. The excep-
tion allows the debt limit targets in
the lockbox to turn off if the U.S. econ-
omy experiences two quarters of real
GDP growth that is less than 1 percent.

This chart shows a few examples of
recessions over the last 20 years to see
what would have happened had this
legislation been in place. For example,
the recession of 1981-1982 lasted from
July of 1981 to November of 1982. The
chart shows what was happening with
economic growth during that period.
The recession began back in July of
1981. But the trigger under this lockbox
legislation would come nine months
after the recession had already begun.
It chokes off the counter-cyclical tools
needed for the first nine months, guar-
anteeing a deeper recession and per-
haps even plunging this economy into
depression.

This is truly dangerous legislation. It
should not be passed. We have the Sec-
retary of the Treasury warning, ‘Do
not pass this legislation;”” we have the
Republican chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee warning,
“Do not pass this legislation.”” What is
wrong with those who continue to ad-
vocate, in the face of those warnings,
legislation that will not protect Social
Security, that will endanger it, that
further endangers plunging this econ-
omy into a worse recession or perhaps
even a depression in a time of eco-
nomic downturn—especially when we
have alternatives that we know will
work.

Those alternatives can’t be consid-
ered because the advocates of this leg-
islation have engaged in a legislative
scheme to prevent amendments, to pre-
vent the consideration of alternatives.
What a way to legislate.

If we look at another example, the
recession of 1973-1975, we see the quar-
terly economic growth fluctuated
greatly. That recession lasted from No-
vember of 1973 to March of 1975. The
lockbox provided for in this legislation
would not have kicked in until Janu-
ary of 1975, when the recession had
been going on for more than a year. We
can see on the chart why that is the
case. The recession started back in
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1973. We can see economic growth fluc-
tuated back and forth—growing, fall-
ing; growing, falling. It would have
only been late in the recession that
this lockbox legislation would have al-
lowed the counter-cyclical policies of
the Government to come into play.
This legislation simply does not work.
This data shows that a recession in the
U.S. economy will very likely precipi-
tate a debt crisis, despite the exemp-
tion provided in the lockbox.

These are not the only defects of this
legislation. There is another major
problem with the lockbox that is before
us, because there is something not in-
cluded in the lockbox. Medicare is not
included in this lockbox. Not one
penny of non-Social Security surpluses
is included in this lockbox, not one
penny. Medicare is under more severe
fiscal pressure than Social Security,
but Medicare has been left out. Why?
Because our friends who are the advo-
cates of this proposal prefer to use the
surplus for a tax break scheme. They
prefer a tax break scheme, so they do
not guarantee one penny of the non-So-
cial Security surplus for Medicare.

We have an important decision to
make. Do we use the non-Social Secu-
rity surplus in a tax cut scheme that
will provide the greatest relief for the
wealthiest among us? Or do we save the
Social Security surpluses for Social Se-
curity, extend the solvency of Medi-
care, and still provide room for tar-
geted tax relief and high-priority do-
mestic needs like education, agri-
culture, health care, and defense? To
me, the choice is absolutely clear; we
must honor our commitments to the
seniors of America.

That does not mean we do not need
to reform Medicare; obviously we do. I
think everybody understands we need
to take action to put Medicare on a
more sound financial footing, and I
have voted consistently in the Finance
Committee to do that. But we must
also ensure that whatever we do to put
Medicare on a more sound financial
footing also preserves affordable access
to high-quality health care for our sen-
ior citizens.

Responsible Medicare reform will be
much more difficult if we do not pro-
vide additional resources to Medicare
during this time of severe pressure, be-
cause of the demographic changes in
this country. The very real pain the
balanced budget act of 1997 is already
causing suggests to me that making
additional cuts of hundreds of billions
of dollars over the next 10 years in
Medicare, without providing additional
resources, would be irresponsible. That
is why the lockbox I have supported
protects Social Security and Medicare.

Senator LAUTENBERG and I have an
alternative lockbox that really does
protect Social Security, that does pro-
tect Medicare, that does pay down the
Federal debt even more aggressively
than what our friends on the other side
of the aisle are proposing, that does
provide room for targeted tax relief
and for high-priority domestic needs
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like education, health
care, and defense.

Our Social Security and Medicare
lockbox creates supermajority points
of order against any legislation that
does not save the entire Social Secu-
rity surplus in each year and does not
save at least 40 percent of the non-So-
cial Security surplus for Medicare. Our
lockbox is enforced with points of order
and sequestration. It is not enforced
through the debt limit. It follows the
advice of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, Mr. Rubin. It follows the advice of
the Chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee in the House of Representa-
tives.

Our amendment provides a remedy if
Social Security surpluses are spent—
across-the-board cuts in other pro-
grams. That is a real defense of Social
Security. That is something we know
works. Our amendment also adds a new
supermajority point of order against a
budget resolution that violates the off-
budget treatment of Social Security.
Our amendment reserves $65 billion for
Medicare over the next 5 years, and
$376 billion over the next 10 years.
After passage of comprehensive Social
Security and Medicare reform, our al-
ternative provides $385 billion over the
next 10 years for targeted tax relief and
for high-priority needs like education,
agriculture, health care, and defense.
And our amendment reduces publicly-
held debt by $300 billion more than the
Republican lockbox. It protects Social
Security, the surpluses and the benefit
payments, and it provides additional
resources for Medicare.

That is the type of lockbox the Sen-
ate should approve. I hope we have an
opportunity to consider this alter-
native. But under the current legisla-
tive structure we will not, because the
advocates of the legislation before us
do not want an alternative considered.
They do not want any amendments.
They do not want any alternatives.
They do not want to give Senators a
chance to choose. They want it their
way or no way.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I have ended my pres-
entation. I will be happy to respond to
a question.

Mr. ABRAHAM. If the Senator will
yield, perhaps I will seek time.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). Who yields time?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I will
in a moment yield to the Senator from
Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, just a
quick response. The cloture vote which
we will be having is cloture on the
amendment. It is not cloture on the
bill. If we were able to invoke cloture,
then we would go to a vote ultimately
on this amendment. But assuming that
amendment was then dispensed with,
either by passage or failure in a final
vote, the bill itself would remain on
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the floor subject to other amendments
which could include, of course, the ones
that have been alluded to by the Sen-
ator from North Dakota and a variety
of other people; the Senator from
South Carolina has talked about his
approach; and so on.

Our goal is simply to get a vote on
this amendment, and then we can con-
sider other options after that. So I
want to clarify this for all Senators.
This is a vote on cloture on this
amendment. It is not cloture on the
bill, so the bill would still be subject to
other amendments if and when we dis-
pense with this.

At this time I yield such time as he
may need to the distinguished Senator
from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank
our colleague for clarifying that.

When our colleague says he doesn’t
get a chance to present his proposal—
obviously, being in the majority, we
have the opportunity to present bills
and the majority leader has the right
to offer amendments first. We have of-
fered our proposal and we are trying to
move toward the passage of a bill. But
the amendment of the Senator would
be in order if it was relevant to the un-
derlying bill—actually, even if it were
not relevant it would be in order—after
we had completed action on the amend-
ment by the majority leader. So that
part of the argument simply will not
hold water. But that makes it parallel
to every other part of the argument,
since none of it will hold water.

What our colleague has said and what
we are hearing here is basically this:
That a lockbox is a bad, terrible, de-
structive, dangerous idea that could
cause a recession or a depression and
be catastrophic for America. That is
argument No. 1. But argument No. 2 is:
If you want to do it, we have a better
way of doing it and ours will do all
these things better.

If logic could speak for itself on the
floor of the Senate, it would scream at
the torture that it is being put to here.
What we are seeing here is very simply
the President being called on a com-
mitment he has made, and the Presi-
dent was not telling the truth when he
made the commitment, and he des-
perately does not want to have to live
up to it. Those are strong words and I
would not say them if I could not back
them up.

Here is the reality of where we are.
In 1993 Social Security took in $45 bil-
lion more than it spent in benefits, and
under the Clinton administration and
the Congress every penny of that $45
billion was spent on something other
than Social Security.

In 1994, Social Security took in $56
billion more than it paid out in bene-
fits, and under the Clinton administra-
tion and the Congress every penny of
that $56 billion was plundered and
spent on something else.

In 1995, $62 billion was taken in in So-
cial Security taxes above the amount
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we needed to pay benefits, and every
penny of that $62 billion was plundered
and spent funding other Government
programs.

In 1996, it was $67 billion that was
plundered.

In 1997, it was $81 billion that was
plundered.

In 1998, the President said, ‘‘Save So-
cial Security first; don’t spend a penny
of this surplus on Government pro-
grams; don’t give a penny of it back in
tax relief.” Everybody remembers the
President saying that. But in 1998, we
spent $30 billion of the $99 billion that
Social Security took in above the
amount it needed to pay benefits.

The plain truth, despite all this talk
about saving the Social Security trust
fund, is we have consistently spent the
money that came into the trust fund
on other Government programs.

Let’s get one thing clear from the
language. Nobody is talking about sav-
ing Social Security here. To save So-
cial Security, you have to have a pro-
gram to replace all these I0Us with
wealth. You have to have a program to
replace all this debt with investment.

As you will remember, when the
President said, ‘‘Save Social Security
first,” he was going to study the prob-
lem for a year. He studied it for a year.
Then he had a big meeting down at the
White House, which I and many others
here attended. We were waiting for
some proposal from the President.
What we got was a political copout
which, for all practical purposes, did
nothing and it continued plundering
the Social Security trust fund.

Senator DOMENICI has come up with a
very simple program. It has not saved
Social Security. It does not deal with
the huge financial liability in Social
Security in the future. What it does is
it tries to prevent us from taking the
Social Security surplus and spending it
on something else, something that
many of our colleagues desperately
want to do, but they do not want peo-
ple to know they want to do it.

How does the Domenici proposal
work and the proposal that has been
refined by Senator ABRAHAM? What the
Abraham-Domenici proposal does is
this: It sets the amount of money that
the Government can borrow each year
so that the Social Security surplus has
to be used to buy down the Govern-
ment debt, so that the Social Security
surplus cannot be spent, and so that it
cannot be used for tax cuts.

The proposal before us is not very
complicated, despite all the cloud of
rhetoric and doublespeak. The proposal
before us is very, very simple. It says
that next year, we are going to be tak-
ing in $138 billion of surplus in Social
Security, so that we want to set the
amount of money the Government can
borrow without having to vote on bor-
rowing again, such that none of that
$138 billion can be spent.

That is pretty simple. If it is spent,
what we will have to do is have a vote
in the Senate where someone will have
to get 60 votes in order to plunder that
money from Social Security.
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This is not unlike what families do
when they sit around the kitchen table
and get out their pencil and on the
back of an envelope and set out a budg-
et and say: I want to save this much
money, and we are setting this limit on
the amount of money that we can
spend because we want to use this
money to pay off some of the debt we
have, or we want to use this money to
send our children to college or buy a
new refrigerator, go on vacation, or
whatever they want to do.

In response to our proposal to pre-
vent the Social Security surplus from
being spent or used for tax cuts, for
that matter, since our colleague
launched off on that program, what do
our Democrat colleagues say, and what
does the administration say? They say,
if you do not leave the law as it is so
we can plunder the Social Security sur-
plus, we could have a recession. They
say: If you don’t allow us to plunder
the Social Security surplus, the credit-
worthiness of the Government could be
lowered because we could have trouble
borrowing money. In essence, they are
saying that the financial world, the
prosperity of America, the credit-
worthiness of the Federal Government
will all come to an end if we do not let
the Federal Government steal money
from the Social Security surplus.

It seems to me if we are talking
about the creditworthiness of the Gov-
ernment, in terms of its credibility
with working Americans, that the way
we get real credibility in the Govern-
ment is to stop stealing the Social Se-
curity surplus.

In terms of the Secretary of the
Treasury saying we are doing it the
wrong way, the reality is, they do not
want to do it any way. If they have a
better proposal, let’s see it. If it is en-
forceable, let’s consider it. If they are
willing to set out a procedure which
strengthens our ability to stop stealing
money from the Social Security trust
fund, I would like to get a chance to
look at it.

Let me tell you, the reality is that
the opposition to the proposal by Sen-
ator ABRAHAM and Senator DOMENICI is,
they do not want to stop stealing from
the Social Security trust fund, so they
create this giant ruse that somehow
the Treasury will not be able to oper-
ate if it cannot take money out of the
Social Security trust fund; that we are
going to have a recession if we cannot
take money out of the Social Security
trust fund. Any legitimate concern
about the flexibility of the Treasury in
borrowing, we have said from the be-
ginning we are willing to work on. Any
flexibility they need in dealing with
short-term cash problems, we are will-
ing to work on. But what we are not
willing to negotiate away is a commit-
ment to stop this plundering of the So-
cial Security trust fund. That is what
this issue is about.

The President’s budget this year, and
I have the budget right here, if we do
everything the President proposes to
do, most of which we are not going to
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do, it says he will take $42 billion out
of the Social Security trust fund this
year and spend it on other things. We
believe that is wrong. We do not be-
lieve the Social Security trust fund
should be spent on other Government
programs.

What we are trying to do with this
lockbox is to guarantee that none of
this Social Security money is spent
and none of this Social Security money
is used for tax cuts; that the money is
used, until we decide how we are going
to fix Social Security, to simply buy
down the Government debt.

The amazing thing to me is that this
is exactly what the President says he
wants to do. It is exactly what our
Democrat colleagues say they want to
do. But when we try to put teeth in it
and make it enforceable with a super-
majority vote, suddenly they do not
want to do it. Suddenly, when we try to
make it enforceable, they say, ‘“Well,
we could have a recession; the Federal
Government could lose its credit-
worthiness and its ability to borrow.”

What does it tell you when the Presi-
dent says, ‘‘Save Social Security first,
don’t spend the surplus, don’t give it
back in taxes’”; when our Democrat
colleagues say, ‘‘Save Social Security,
don’t spend the surplus, don’t give it
back in taxes’; and then we have two
of our Members, Senator ABRAHAM and
Senator DOMENICI, come forward with a
proposal that actually does what they
say they want to do, and not only does
it, but would require 60 votes in the
Senate, rather than 51, in order to ac-
tually violate the commitment. In
other words, the difference here is, we
are not talking about words, we are not
talking about rhetoric, we are talking
about a real lockbox program.

A real lockbox program is put for-
ward that would require a super-
majority vote in order to plunder the
Social Security trust fund. Then, all of
a sudden, the President does not want
to do what he told us he wanted to do.

All of a sudden, our Democrat col-
leagues have all kinds of concerns: We
are going to have a recession; we are
going to destroy the creditworthiness
of the Federal Government; prosperity
as we know it is going to come to an
end—if we stop the Federal Govern-
ment from plundering the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. It would lead one to be-
lieve that they did not mean it when
they said it.

We are all in agreement if we say do
not plunder the Social Security trust
fund. If we held up our hands here, 100
Members would say do not plunder the
Social Security trust fund. But when
two Members come forward with a pro-
gram to really prevent it from being
plundered, then all of a sudden we do
not agree anymore. I know these issues
get confusing, but I think people are
going to have to make a judgment here
as to who is serious about protecting
the Social Security surplus and who is
not.

We have a proposal to stop the plun-
dering of Social Security by simply re-
quiring that the debt be bought down
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by the amount of the surplus and that
if you do not do that, you have to get
60 votes in the Senate; in other words,
you have to prove that something ex-
traordinary happened to convince 60
Members of the Senate to go back on
their word. That is all this bill does. It
is not complicated.

If you do not want to do that, it sug-
gests to me that you were not serious
to begin with, that you did not mean it
when you said, ‘“‘Save Social Security
first,” that you did not mean it when
you said, ‘“‘Don’t plunder the Social Se-
curity trust fund.”

We know the President did not mean
it because in his budget he plunders $42
billion right here in black and white.
The question is not, Was the President
being straight with the American peo-
ple? We know he was not. The question
is, Is Congress being straight with the
American people when we say we are
not going to do it?

If our Democrat colleagues have a
better way to do this, I would like to
see it. I do not believe we have any mo-
nopoly on wisdom. But the plain truth
is, I do not believe everybody wants to
stop plundering the Social Security
trust fund. I believe there are people
who want to continue to plunder it.
And I think that is what this debate is
about.

Let me run over some of these issues.

‘It is risky to stop stealing from the
Social Security trust fund.” That is
what our colleagues say. I think it is
risky to continue to steal from the So-
cial Security trust fund because when
the baby boomers start to retire, un-
less we begin to invest this money,
there is no way we can pay benefits,
and we are going to have to raise the
payroll tax or cut benefits. So our col-
leagues say it is risky not to steal the
trust fund. I say it is risky to continue
to steal it.

They say using the debt limit as a
policy tool is dangerous. Well, what
other tool do we have? They act as if
we are just simply robots—that every
time the President goes out and spends
money, that when the bill collector is
knocking on the door, all we do is just
pay out the money and go on about our
business. That is not the way America
works.

When the bill collector comes and
knocks on the door of the modest
dwellings of working men and women
in America, they do have to pay the
bill collector. But they do not just
keep merrily going along their way.
They sit down, get out their credit
cards, get out the butcher knives, cut
up the credit cards, they write out a
budget, they have a ‘‘come to Jesus”
meeting at the kitchen table, and then
they start again.

What we are trying to do in Govern-
ment with this amendment is nothing
less than what Joe and Sarah Brown do
on the first day of the month every
month that comes along; and that is,
set out priorities and set some kind of
limit on our spending. If we cannot use
the debt collector being at the door to
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do something about spending and plun-
dering the Social Security trust fund,
what can we use? If you do not get
alarmed when the bill collector is
knocking on your door, you are going
to end up going bankrupt. Now is the
time, when the bill collector is at the
door, to try to change the way we are
doing business. That is all this bill
does.

As far as the suggestion that if we
try to prevent stealing from the Social
Security trust fund, we are going to
have a recession, I mean, please, it is
one thing to try to confuse people, it is
another thing to insult their intel-
ligence. How can reducing Government
debt cause a recession? How can stop-
ping stealing from the trust fund send
the economy into a tailspin? Exactly
the opposite is true.

Now then, the final bromide, un-
imaginable suggestion is, ‘“Well, what
about Medicare? They are solving the
Social Security problem, but they’re
not solving the Medicare problem.”
There are a lot of problems we are not
solving here. This bill does not bring
peace in Kosovo either. This bill does
not stop violence in our schools either.
This bill does not make people love
their families and pay their bills ei-
ther. This bill does not make people
feel good about themselves in all cases
either. But the bill does not claim to
do all those things.

Why don’t we solve the Social Secu-
rity problem today, and then start
working on Medicare? But to suggest
that there is something wrong with
this bill because it only stops plun-
dering from Social Security and that
we have not fixed the Medicare prob-
lem—we can always find something we
have not done, but what we ought to be
concerned about is what we are doing.

There is no surplus in the Medicare
trust fund. Medicare is a very different
program from Social Security. But I
would like to say that on a bipartisan
basis, led by Senator BREAUX, we had a
bipartisan majority on a commission
that wanted to fix Medicare; and this
President, Bill Clinton, Kkilled that ef-
fort—killed that effort. So to stand up
here and suggest that when Senator
ABRAHAM is trying to stop the stealing
from Social Security, that there is
something wrong because he had not
solved the problems of Medicare is ab-
solutely outrageous—outrageous.

Let’s solve the problem with Social
Security today, and start working on
Medicare tomorrow. And, by the way,
it seems to me that Senator BREAUX
and Senator BoB KERREY and most
Members who sit on this side of the
aisle are ready to deal with Medicare
and the President and most Members
who sit on the other side of the aisle do
not seem to care.

The next thing is, somehow this has
to do with tax breaks for the rich. Our
colleagues can never debate an issue
without engaging in class warfare.
They can never debate an issue without
saying somehow this is helping the
rich: “If you stop stealing from the So-
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cial Security trust fund, you are help-
ing the rich. If you let people keep
more of what they earn, you are help-
ing the rich.” Of course, whenever they
are raising taxes, they are taxing only
the rich, even if the rich make $25,000 a
year.

The point is, this bill has absolutely
nothing to do with tax cuts for the
rich, the poor, or the people in be-
tween. In fact, this bill says that the
Social Security surplus cannot be used
for tax cuts. And to suggest that some-
how, by locking away the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, and not letting it be
plundered either to spend, which is the
real danger, or to be used for tax cuts,
that somehow to suggest that helps
rich people, what it does is it helps the
creditworthiness of the Government
and it puts us in a position to fix So-
cial Security.

But the idea that this somehow helps
the wealthiest among us—anytime the
Democrats do not want to do some-
thing, always their excuse is, the
wealthiest among us are going to ben-
efit. “If we do not keep plundering the
Social Security trust fund, the wealthi-
est among us are going to benefit. If we
can’t steal that money and spend it on
all these programs, the wealthiest
among us are going to benefit. Let us
keep stealing the Social Security trust
fund because, if you don’t keep stealing
it, the wealthiest among us will ben-
efit.”

I do not know who these people are
talking about. The wealthiest among
us do not depend on Social Security as
much as middle-income Americans de-
pend on Social Security. What does
this wealthiest among us business have
to do with stealing from Social Secu-
rity?

Finally, they say they have another
way. It reminds me when we were de-
bating a balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution and we were one
vote short of sending it to the States.
We know the States would have rati-
fied it. Our colleagues who were
against it and who voted against it and
who killed it, they weren’t really
against it. They just didn’t like the
way we were doing it. They had other
ways of doing it. They had a better pro-
gram, which by the way contained a
limit on debt held by the public, the
very mechanism contained in this
amendment. They would have done it
better than we would have done it.
They killed the balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution. It
failed by one vote. It could have
changed American history.

They didn’t say they were against it.
They are not against the lockbox. They
are not against what Senator ABRAHAM
is trying to do. They just want to do it
differently. They think it is a bad idea
and it could cause a recession and it
could help the wealthiest among us and
it could do all those things, but they
want to do it. If you decide you want to
do it after they tell you what a terrible
idea it is to quit stealing from Social
Security, after you have crossed that
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threshold, then they say, well, actually
we are not against it, but we want to
do it a different way. If we took their
way, they would be for doing it another
way.

The problem is, they are not for it.
The problem is, they want to keep
stealing this money out of the Social
Security trust fund. That is what this
debate is about.

The sadness of this whole deal is that
instead of debating a legitimate issue,
we are engaged in this gigantic ruse to
confuse and befuddle the American
people. We have a proposal before us
that is very simple. It says we are
going to collect $138 billion more than
we are spending in Social Security, and
we do not want any of that money
spent. So we are going to adjust the
amount of money Government can bor-
row and force that $138 billion to be
used to reduce the indebtedness of the
Federal Government. That is what this
amendment does.

But rather than our colleagues stand-
ing up and saying, no, we do not want
to do that because we want to spend
part of that money on other things, in-
stead of standing up and saying, here is
what we want to spend it on, we want
to spend it on A, B, C, D, and E, and
these are all vitally important and it is
worth stealing the money from the So-
cial Security trust fund to fund it,
rather than standing up and saying
that, they say you are going to cause a
recession. You are going to destroy the
creditworthiness of the Federal Gov-
ernment. You are going to help the
richest among us. The richest among
us are going to benefit if you don’t
steal from the Social Security trust
fund.

Maybe the American people are con-
fused or maybe with all the terrible
things that are happening in the world
today, maybe they do not care. But it
seems to me that we can’t have a
meaningful political dialogue when we
do not debate the issues that are before
us. If you are not for preventing the
Social Security trust fund from being
spent for other things, stand up and
say it. But this tortured logic that if
you really force the money to be used
to buy down the debt of the Federal
Government, you are risking a reces-
sion or you are helping the richest
among us or that if you decide to get
through all that, well, but there is a
better way to do it, they could do it in
a better way if we just let them do it,
I wish for once we could have a
straightforward debate. Do you want to
stop taking this money out of the So-
cial Security trust fund and spend it on
other things or not? Yea or nay. Yes or
no. Black or white. But you know why
we are not having that debate—because
our colleagues have already said they
want to do this. The President has al-
ready said he wants to do this. He has
urged us to do it.

What is the difference between what
they are saying and what Senator
ABRAHAM is doing? The difference is
simple. They are saying it, and he is
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doing it. The difference is, they are
getting the rhetoric right; he is getting
the program right. The difference is,
they are saying don’t spend it, don’t
use it for tax cuts, use it to pay off
debt. The problem they have is that
the Abraham amendment actually pays
the debt off, and it would force the
Federal Government to get a super-
majority vote in order to violate that
principle.

If you say you are for something and
then somebody has a way of doing it
and you vote no, what does it mean?
Well, to finish and yield the floor, what
it means is, you weren’t serious when
you said it to begin with.

The debate here is between people
who do want to pillage the trust fund
and those who do not. It is that simple.

Using this to buy down debt does not
solve the Social Security problem, but
we have in this amendment the vehicle
that would let us use this money we
are saving to solve the Social Security
problem, if we could reach a bipartisan
agreement. But we can’t solve it if we
don’t have the money, and if we don’t
do something very much like the Abra-
ham amendment has proposed, we are
going to end up spending this money.

Do you want to spend the money or
do you want to see it buy down debt? If
you want to buy down debt, support
the Abraham amendment. If you don’t,
vote no but say so. I think that is real-
ly what the debate is about.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from South Caro-
lina is recognized.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Texas said
we ought to have a good political de-
bate, and he allows me to make a good
political debate in that he made it po-
litical talking about Democrats and
taxes and the wealthy.

The truth of the matter is, that is
how the economy got this way, out-
standingly good, in that we taxed the
wealthy back in 1993 on Social Secu-
rity. It was that gentleman, the Sen-
ator from Texas, who said they are
going to be hunting us down in the
street and shooting us like dogs.

He raises these strawmen. Another
strawman—I am going to use his text;
I wouldn’t say these things if I couldn’t
back them up—he says, the trouble
here is that we feel that a lockbox is a
dangerous thing.

That is exactly what he said back in
July 1990. I made the motion on the
Budget Committee and we voted 19 to 1
for a lockbox, bipartisan except for
one. It was the distinguished Senator
from Texas who said it was a dangerous
thing. But we went ahead, passed it in
the House and Senate, and President
George Bush, on November 5, 1990,
signed that lockbox into law. That
lockbox is part of the amendment of
the majority leader and the Senator
from Michigan. Look on page 3. You
see they reiterate 13301, but on page 10
they take it away.
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The distinguished Presiding Officer
heard me tell about that insurance
company slogan that ‘“Capital Life will
surely pay, if the small print on the
back don’t take it away.”

My Republican colleague talked
about how we always get into a wealth
argument. They get into any and every
effort to get rid of Social Security.
They don’t like it. In 1964, I remember,
in the Goldwater campaign, they were
going to abolish Social Security. In
1990, I finally got the Senator from
Pennsylvania, Mr. Heinz, to agree with
me, and he changed around the
mindset. I wish we had him here now
and in the caucus to straighten out
this nonsense, because what they are
doing is exactly what they are not
doing. They guarantee that every dime
that is spent is going to be spent on ei-
ther tax cuts or other spending rather
than Social Security, when you pay
down the debt. That is what they are
saying.

How is the debt caused? The debt is
caused by spending too much. Spending
too much on what? Any and every pro-
gram. It could be defense. It could be
Kosovo. It could be food stamps. It
could be foreign aid. It could be law en-
forcement. But when you spend too
much, you have a debt.

We haven’t spent too much on Social
Security. That is one particular point
on which I agree with the distinguished
Senator from Texas. When he says,
plundering, plundering—I use the word
“loot”—we can just say: Trust funds
plundered in order to give that bal-
anced budget, that unified budget, that
unified debt—you don’t hear that
word—that is the same thing as paying
down the public debt.

So, yes, we plundered Social Security
for $857 billion, and we plundered mili-
tary retirement, civil retirement, un-
employment, highway, airport, and
even Medicare, and we have been vio-
lating our very doctrine, making it a
criminal penalty to use trust funds,
pension funds, to pay the company
debt. That is the Pension Act of 1994. 1
know the distinguished Presiding Offi-
cer—he and I ended up talking about
Denny McLain. I won’t have to say
that again. I can tell you now what we
say in the private economy is, if you
use the company pension fund to pay
down the company debt, it is a felony.
But it is good Government up here.

But back to my poor Republican
friends. Not only ’64 and ’90, but in ’93
we got to the balanced budget amend-
ment and we said, gentlemen, on the
other side of the aisle, I will vote for
you on a balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution if you do not plun-
der Social Security. It is section 7, on
page 5—I remember it well—where they
said, no, we have to still plunder it.
They could have gotten a group of us
Senators on this side of the aisle, but
they demanded to plunder Social Secu-
rity. Then, Mr. President, right on up
to the present date, read what they
say. They say that the surplus shall
not be used for non-Social Security
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spending or tax cuts, but then when
they say it uses the Social Security
surplus to reduce the debt, that is ex-
actly what it does.

The distinguished Senator from
Texas says there is no plan here to save
Social Security or make up for its
debt. Why don’t we say, use the Social
Security surplus for only Social Secu-
rity purposes, namely, pay down the
$857 billion we owe it? They don’t come
and say that, Mr. President, no siree.
They just demand, at every particular
turn, that we get rid of it and now they
want to privatize it. I refer, of course,
to the particular language in section
202 of the budget resolution that they
just brought in here as a group. This
says that when the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House and the Fi-
nance Committee in the Senate gets a
conference report submitted that en-
hances retirement security—that is
nebulous; they think it is enhanced
when they savage it, plunder it—
through structural programmatic re-
form, the appropriate chairman of the
Committee on the Budget—that means
Mr. KASICH on the House side and Mr.
DOMENICI on the Senate side—they can
do anything: increase the appropriate
allocations and aggregates of the budg-
et authority; they can adjust the levels
to determine compliance with pay-as-
you-go, which in essence repeals the
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What does it mean? You have to call
New Mexico and find out from the Sen-
ator from New Mexico what it means.
That is what is going to happen. Mon-
keyshines here is going into the par-
ticular amendment.

I can tell you here and now, Mr.
President, that this is really a disaster.
What we are doing is formalizing
spending, spending all the Social Secu-
rity surplus. At least the President of
the United States says he wants to
save 62 percent and he is going to spend
38 percent on something else. That is
what the President said in his budget.
We are going to save 62 percent, but we
are going to spend 38 percent on some-
thing else.

Do you know what this Republican
amendment says? It says we want to
make sure we spend 100 percent on
something else because it is not for So-
cial Security, it is for the debt. When
they use that euphemism ‘‘public
debt,” as I have explained many times,
you have an American Express and a
Visa card. The Senator from Texas has
abandoned Dickie Flats; he has gone to
Joe and Sarah Brown. He says when
Joe and Sarah Brown sit around the
kitchen table and pay their bills—but I
can tell you what Joe and Sarah Brown
never do: They don’t take their Visa
card and pay off their American Ex-
press. But that’s what this amendment
does. It says take your Social Security
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cut—100 percent. They formalize what
we tried to stop having been done in
the law, when we passed the Balanced
Budget Act of 1990. This amendment re-
peals that particular discipline, the
pay-as-you-go program. It goes right
on down there plundering. That is all it
can be used for. It can’t be used for So-
cial Security. There, Mr. President, is
the fiscal cancer. This Senator has
been working on it for years.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed this chart in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

TRUST FUNDS LOOTED TO BALANCE BUDGET

[By fiscal year, in billions]

1999

Social SECUMtY ..voevveeeeeeeeeeeeee s 857 994 1,624
Medicare:
HI 129 140 184

NI 39 44 64
Military Retirement ...

Civilian Retirement ...
U "

Highway 25 26 32
Airport 11 14 25
Railroad Retirement ... 23 24 28
Other 57 59 69

Total 1,851 | 2057 [ 2954

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed
this budget realities chart.

There being no objection, the chart

pay-as-you-go provision; and they can card, the surplus, and pay off the debt was ordered to be printed in the
reduce the revenue aggregates. of any and every other program or tax RECORD, as follows.
HOLLINGS’ BUDGET REALITIES
[In billions of dollars]
o - Annual in-
Unified def-  Actual deficit ;
. U.S. budget Borrowed P - . creases in
President and year (outlays) trust funds icit fwulhr:jstrust wnhf?Jt:]tdErust National debt spending for
interest

Truman:

1945 92.7 54 47.6 260.1

1946 55.2 -50 —159 —109 271.0

1947 345 -99 4.0 139 257.1

1948 29.8 6.7 118 5.1 252.0

1949 38.8 1.2 0.6 —0.6 252.6

1950 42,6 1.2 -31 -43 256.9

1951 455 45 6.1 1.6 255.3

1952 67.7 2.3 -15 —38 259.1

1953 76.1 0.4 —65 —-6.9 266.0
Eisenhower:

954 70.9 3.6 -12 —48 270.8

1955 68.4 0.6 =30 —36 274.4

1956 70.6 2.2 39 17 272.7

1957 76.6 3.0 34 0.4 272.3

1958 82.4 46 —28 —74 279.7

1959 92.1 —50 —128 -7.8 281.5

1960 92.2 33 0.3 -3.0 290.5

1961 97.7 -12 -33 -21 292.6
Kennedy:

1962 106.8 32 -71 -103 3029 9.1

1963 1113 26 —48 —74 3103 9.9
Johnson:

1964 1185 -01 -59 -58 316.1 10.7

1965 118.2 48 —14 —6.2 322.3 11.3

1966 134.5 2.5 -37 —62 3285 12.0

1967 157.5 33 —86 —119 340.4 134

1968 178.1 31 —252 —283 368.7 14.6

1969 183.6 0.3 32 29 365.8 16.6
Nixon:

1970 195.6 12.3 —28 —151 380.9 193

1971 210.2 43 —23.0 —21.3 408.2 21.0

1972 2307 43 —234 =217 435.9 21.8

1973 2457 155 —149 -304 466.3 24.2
; }1974 269.4 11.5 —6.1 —17.6 483.9 293
ord:

1975 332.3 48 —53.2 —58.0 541.9 32.7

1976 3718 134 —737 —87.1 629.0 37.1
Carter:

1977 409.2 23.7 —537 —714 706.4 419

1978 458.7 11.0 —59.2 —702 776.6 187

1979 503.5 12.2 —407 —529 829.5 59.9

1980 590.9 58 —738 —796 909.1 748
Reagan:

1981 678.2 6.7 —79.0 —85.7 994.8 95.5

1982 7458 14.5 —1280 —1425 1,137.3 117.2

1983 808.4 26.6 —207.8 —2344 13717 1287

1984 851.8 76 —1854 —193.0 1,564.7 153.9

1985 946.4 40.5 —2123 —252.8 18175 1789

1986 9903 81.9 —221.2 —-303.1 2,1206 190.3

1987 1,003.9 75.7 —149.8 —2255 2,346.1 195.3
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HOLLINGS’ BUDGET REALITIES—Continued

[In billions of dollars]

April 22, 1999

President and year

U.S. budget
(outlays)

Annual in-
creases in
spending for
interest

Unified def-
icit with trust
funds

Actual deficit
without trust
funds

Borrowed

trust funds National debt

1,064.1

1,143.2

1,252.7
1,323.8

1,380.9

100.0 —156.2 —255.2 2141
1142
1174
1225

1132

—152.5
—221.2
—269.4
—290.4

—266.7 2409

943

89.2
1134
1535
165.9
179.0
2157
2248

—255.0
—203.1
—163.9
—107.4
-219
70.0
110.5
133.0

*Hsitorical Tables, Budget of the U.S. Government FY 1998, beginning in 1962 CBO’s 2000 Economic and Budget Outlook.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, as
you pay down the debt—that was the
unified—that is how it was going down.
That is where they got here this year
to talk about a surplus for the first
time. But we got together with the
Concord Coalition and we got together
with Barrons and several other respon-
sible groups and they said there isn’t
any surplus. This Barrons headline
says, ‘‘Hey, Guys, There is No Budget
Surplus.”’

The only reason they can call it a
surplus is because of what they rec-
ommend in this amendment, paying
down the public debt. That is the uni-
fied budget. But in the regular overall
budget, the debt continues to increase
and increase, and the interest costs
continue to increase and increase, and
you can’t give a tax cut without rais-
ing taxes. You can’t just cut your reve-
nues without increasing your debt.

We have had all the spending cuts for
8 years of Reagan, 4 years of Bush, 6
years of Clinton. Nobody is recom-
mending around here any cut in spend-
ing. The first order of business was $18
billion more for the military pay. The
next order of business we are going to
vote on is another $6 billion to $10 bil-
lion for Kosovo. Everybody is going to
support that. So the spending goes up,
up and away. We are down to bare
bones. Yes, instead of abolishing the
Department of Education, now they
want to increase spending for edu-
cation. So we can save, and the Pre-
siding Officer can save, $10 billion or
$20 billion; any individual can. But,
collectively, as a Congress, we are not
going to do it. What happens is that we
need revenues in here, and we need to
quit playing the game of paying down
the public debt.

Our problem is that the White House
doesn’t know how to run a war and our
Republican Congress doesn’t know how
to run a peace. They come up here with
this Mickey Mouse amendment, saying
exactly the opposite of what it really
provides. They say you can’t use it or
any spending. You have to use it on all
spending but Social Security, because
you are using Social Security money.
You can’t use it on tax cuts, you have
to use it for tax cuts. Certainly, you
can’t use it for Social Security.

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. HOLLINGS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from North Dakota for a
question.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the Senator yielding for a ques-
tion. I wanted to note that for, I guess,
the seventh year now that I have been
here in the Senate, the one consistent
voice on this issue has been the Sen-
ator from South Carolina. I find it in-
teresting, and I wonder if he sees the
same irony as I do, that the very peo-
ple that now bring us the notion of a
lockbox, because they are worried
about the Social Security trust fund,
were just a few years ago on the floor
of the Senate ridiculing the Senator
from South Carolina, myself, my col-
league from North Dakota, and others,
because we said what you want to do
with a constitutional amendment to
require a balanced budget is to put a
provision in the Constitution that says
Social Security revenues must be
counted not as part of a trust fund, but
as part of the ordinary operating reve-
nues of the Federal budget.

In other words, they wanted to put in
the Constitution the misuse of the So-
cial Security trust funds and decide
that you have a budget surplus only
when you have used the Social Secu-
rity trust funds to get there. So we said
no; if you are going to do something in
the Constitution about a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et, let’s at least be honest with the
trust funds and say the budget is only
balanced when you have not misused
Social Security trust funds.

I should have brought the charts. I
was thinking about bringing the charts
over to read all of the comments that
were made on the floor of the Senate
about our position at that point.

They have three stages of denial:

First, we are not misusing the Social
Security trust funds.

Second, they said but if we are mis-
using them, we promise to stop.

If we promise to stop, we can’t do it
for the first 8 years. We will promise to
stop 12 years from now.

Those were the three stages of denial
when we debated the issue of a con-
stitutional amendment.

But I just find it interesting that
those who now say they are the protec-
tors are the ones who are building a

lockbox and are the very, very same in-
terests who are on the floor of the Sen-
ate saying we should amend the Con-
stitution in a manner that provides
that Social Security revenues will be
treated like all other revenues of gov-
ernment. It is no protection at all, and
they would cement that in the Con-
stitution of the United States. When
we objected, they said: You are wrong;
this is exactly what we want to do.
Now we have this little pirouette on
this floor when they come back and say
we are the ones who want to protect
Social Security.

I just wanted to ask the question if
the Senator from South Carolina sees
the same irony here, although this
amendment doesn’t do what it is adver-
tised to do. The Senator from South
Carolina is absolutely correct; the
rhetoric in support of this amendment
is directly in contradiction to the kind
of things we heard from that side of the
aisle just 3 to 4 years ago.

Mr. HOLLINGS. This the same trick-
ery. It is one grand farce. It is one
grand fraud.

So to the lockbox everyone is given
the keys, whether you want a tax cut,
or spending for a particular program on
policy, or otherwise. They are given
the key, except Social Security. That
is the only crowd that can’t spend it.
You can spend it for any and every-
thing but Social Security.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
Republican lockbox proposal is deeply
flawed, and does not deserve to be
adopted. It does nothing to extend the
life of the Social Security Trust Fund
for future beneficiaries. In fact, it
would do just the reverse. This legisla-
tion actually places Social Security at
greater risk than it is today. It would
allow payroll tax dollars that belong to
Social Security to be spent instead on
risky privatization schemes. And, be-
cause of the harsh debt ceiling limits it
would impose, this plan could produce
a governmental shutdown that would
jeopardize the timely payment of So-
cial Security benefits to current recipi-
ents.

It is time to look behind the rhetoric
of the proponents of the lockbox. Their
statements convey the impression that
they have taken a major step toward
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protecting Social Security. In truth,
they have done nothing to strengthen
Social Security. Their proposal would
not provide even one additional dollar
to pay benefits to future retirees. Nor
would it extend the solvency of the
Trust Fund by even one more day. It
merely recommits to Social Security
those dollars which already belong to
the Trust Fund under current law. At
best, that is all their so-called lockbox
would do.

By contrast, President Clinton’s pro-
posed budget would contribute 2.8 tril-
lion new dollars of the surplus to So-
cial Security over the next 15 years. By
doing so, the President’s budget would
extend the life of the Trust Fund by
more than a generation, to beyond 2050.

There is a fundamental difference be-
tween the parties over what to do with
the savings which will result from
using the surplus for debt reduction.
The Federal Government will realize
enormous savings from paying down
the debt. As a result, billions of dollars
that would have been required to pay
interest on the national debt will be-
come available each year for other pur-
poses. President Clinton believes those
debt savings should be used to
strengthen Social Security. I whole-
heartedly agree. But the Republicans
refuse to commit those dollars to So-
cial Security. They are short-changing
Social Security, while pretending to
save it.

Currently, the Federal Government
spends more than 11 cents of every
budget dollar to pay the cost of inter-
est on the national debt. By using the
Social Security surplus to pay down
the debt over the next 15 years, we can
reduce the debt service cost to just 2
cents of every budget dollar by 2014;
and to zero by 2018. Sensible fiscal
management now will produce enor-
mous savings to the Government in fu-
ture years. Since it was payroll tax
revenues which make the debt reduc-
tion possible, those savings should in
turn be used to strengthen Social Secu-
rity.

That is what President Clinton right-
ly proposed in his budget. His plan
would provide an additional $2.8 tril-
lion to Social Security, most of it debt
service savings, between 2030 and 2055.
As a result, the current level of Social
Security benefits would be fully fi-
nanced for all future recipients for
more than half a century. It is an emi-
nently reasonable plan. But Republican
Members of Congress oppose it.

Not only does the Republican plan
fail to provide any new resources to
fund Social Security benefits for future
retirees, it does not even effectively
guarantee that existing payroll tax
revenues will be used to pay Social Se-
curity benefits. They have deliberately
built a trapdoor in their lockbox. Their
plan would allow Social Security pay-
roll taxes to be used instead to finance
unspecified reform plans. This loophole
opens the door to risky schemes to fi-
nance private retirement accounts at
the expense of Social Security’s guar-
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anteed benefits. If these dollars are ex-
pended on private accounts, there will
be nothing left for debt reduction, and
no new resources to fund future Social
Security benefits. Such a privatization
plan could actually make Social Secu-
rity’s financial picture far worse than
it is today, necessitating deep benefit
cuts in the future.

A genuine lockbox would prevent any
such diversion of funds. A genuine
lockbox would guarantee that those
payroll tax dollars would be in the
Trust Fund when needed to pay bene-
fits to future recipients. The Repub-
lican lockbox does just the opposite. It
actually invites a raid on the Social
Security Trust Fund.

Republican retirement security re-
form could be nothing more than tax
cuts to subsidize private accounts dis-
proportionately benefiting their
wealthy friends. Placing Social Secu-
rity on a firm financial footing should
be our highest budget priority, not fur-
ther enriching the already wealthy.
Two-thirds of our senior citizens de-
pend upon Social Security retirement
benefits for more than 50 percent of
their annual income. Without it, half
the Nation’s elderly would fall below
the poverty line.

To our Republican colleagues, I say:
“If you are unwilling to strengthen So-
cial Security, at least do not weaken
it. Do not divert dollars which belong
to the Social Security Trust Fund for
other purposes. Every dollar in that
Trust Fund is needed to pay future So-
cial Security benefits.”

The proposed lockbox poses a second,
very serious threat to Social Security.
By using the debt ceiling as an enforce-
ment mechanism, it runs the risk of
creating a government shutdown crisis.
The Republicans propose to enforce
their lockbox by mandating dan-
gerously low debt ceilings. Such a re-
duced debt ceiling could make it im-
possible for the Federal Government to
meet its financial obligations—includ-
ing its obligation to pay Social Secu-
rity benefits to millions of men and
women who depend upon them. The
risk is real.

The misguided debt ceiling proposal
would create a Sword of Damocles
which could fall at any time with the
slightest miscalculation. If the Con-
gressional Budget Office’s economic
projections are slightly off, if there is
an economic downturn and unemploy-
ment rises, if the on-budget surplus is
not quite as large as anticipated—any
of these events could cause the sword
to fall. The proposal is so extreme that
it could trigger a shutdown crisis even
if the level of debt was declining, mere-
ly because it was not declining as
quickly as projected. The Government
shutdown provoked by irresponsible
Republican tactics in 1995 taught us
the danger inherent in taking such
risks. Yet, the current debt ceiling
scheme seems to suggest that the Re-
publican elephant’s memory is failing.

There would be many innocent cas-
ualties of a new government shutdown.
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It is ironic that many of those who
would be harmed most by a shutdown
are the elderly and disabled citizens de-
pendent on Social Security. If the debt
ceiling is reached, the government
would be unable to issue their benefit
checks. The law is very clear. The
President would have no discretion. So-
cial Security benefits could not be
paid.

The sponsors of the lockbox claim
that the legislation protects Social Se-
curity benefits by making them a ‘‘pri-
ority”’ for payment. However, that will
not solve the problem. Once the debt
limit has been reached, payment prior-
ities will be irrelevant. The debt ceil-
ing will prevent all payments from
being made. There will be no money to
pay any obligation of the federal gov-
ernment—including Social Security
benefits.

Those advocating this harsh bill will
also claim that Congress would never
allow Social Security recipients to go
without their checks for long. How-
ever, this bill would require a super-
majority to raise the debt ceiling so
that the checks could be issued. Get-
ting the necessary votes would take
time. I believe even a few days would
be too long for us to ask the elderly
and disabled to wait. For many Social
Security recipients, that monthly
check is a financial lifeline. They need
it to buy food and prescription drugs,
to pay the rent, and for other neces-
sities of life. They can’t afford to wait
while Congress debates. This legisla-
tion, if enacted, would make Social Se-
curity recipients potential pawns in a
future debt ceiling crisis. That may not
be the sponsor’s intent, but it could
very well be the result. It is fundamen-
tally wrong to put those who depend on
Social Security at risk in this way.

The lockbox which proponents claim
will save Social Security actually im-
perils it. As Treasury Secretary Rubin
has said, ‘‘This legislation does nothing
to extend the solvency of the Social
Security Trust Fund, while potentially
threatening the ability to make Social
Security payments to millions of
Americans.”

While this lockbox provides no gen-
uine protection for Social Security, it
provides no protection at all for Medi-
care. The Republicans are so indif-
ferent to senior citizens’ health care
that they have completely omitted
Medicare from their lockbox.

By contrast, Democrats have pro-
posed to devote 15 percent of the sur-
plus to Medicare over the next 15 years.
Those new dollars would come entirely
from the on-budget portion of the sur-
plus. The Republicans have adamantly
refused to provide any additional funds
for Medicare. Instead, they propose to
spend the entire on-budget surplus on
tax cuts disproportionately benefitting
the wealthiest Americans.

According to the most recent projec-
tions of the Medicare Trustees, if we do
not provide additional resources, keep-
ing Medicare solvent for the next 25
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years will require benefit cuts of al-
most 11 percent—massive cuts of hun-
dreds of billions of dollars. Keeping it
solvent for 50 years will require cuts of
25 percent.

The conference agreement passed by
House and Senate Republicans ear-
marks the money that should be used
for Medicare for tax cuts. Eight-hun-
dred billion dollars are earmarked for
tax cuts—and not a penny for Medi-
care. The top priority for the American
people is to protect both Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. But this misguided
budget puts Medicare and Social Secu-
rity last, not first.

Democrats oppose this ‘‘lockbox’ be-
cause we want real protection for So-
cial Security and Medicare. Our pro-
posal says: save Social Security and
Medicare first, before the surpluses
earned by American workers are squan-
dered on new tax breaks or new spend-
ing. It says: extend the solvency of the
Medicare Trust Fund, by assuring that
some of the bounty of our booming
economy is used to preserve, protect,
and improve Medicare.

Our proposal does not say no to tax
cuts. Substantial amounts would still
be available for tax relief. It does not
say no to new spending on important
national priorities. But it does say that
protecting Medicare should be as high
a national priority for the Congress as
it is for the American people.

Every senior citizen knows—and
their children and grandchildren know,
too—that the elderly cannot afford
cuts in Medicare. They are already
stretched to the limit—and often be-
yond the limit—to purchase the health
care they need. Because of gaps in
Medicare and rising health costs, Medi-
care now covers only about 50 percent
of the health bills of senior citizens. On
average, senior citizens spend 19 per-
cent of their limited incomes to pur-
chase the health care they need—al-
most as large a proportion as they had
to pay before Medicare was enacted a
generation ago. By 2025, if we do noth-
ing, that proportion will have risen to
29 percent. Too often, even with to-
day’s Medicare benefits, senior citizens
have to choose between putting food on
the table, paying the rent, or pur-
chasing the health care they need. This
problem demands our attention.

Those on the other side of the aisle
have tried to conceal their own indif-
ference to Medicare behind a cloud of
obfuscation. They say that their plan
does not cut Medicare. That may be
true in a narrow, legalistic sense—but
it is fundamentally false and mis-
leading. Between now and 2025, Medi-
care has a shortfall of almost $1 tril-
lion. If we do nothing to address that
shortfall, we are imposing almost $1
trillion in Medicare cuts, just as surely
as if we directly legislated those cuts.
No amount of rhetoric can conceal this
fundamental fact. The authors of the
Republican budget resolution had a
choice to make between tax breaks for
the wealthy and saving Medicare—and
they chose to slash Medicare.
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I urge my colleagues, on both sides of
the aisle, to reject this ill-conceived
proposal. It jeopardizes Social Security
and ignores Medicare. It is an assault
on America’s senior citizens, and it
does not deserve to pass.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I sup-
port this effort to wall off the surplus
Social Security revenues.

By establishing a lockbox we ensure
that all savings in the program are
used to build the trust fund and extend
the solvency of Social Security.

We learned last year that to leave
unobligated money lying around Wash-
ington is a bad idea because it gets
spent!

This is one of several budget reforms
that I have been actively supporting.

First, the budget process is too com-
plicated and frequently abused. I feel it
needs to be simplified. This is a step in
that direction.

With this provision we can remove
the temptation that the Social Secu-
rity surplus presents to those who tend
to spend our money carelessly.

As we search for ways to modernize
Social Security, it makes sense to
dedicate the Social Security surplus to
repaying debt owed to the trust fund.
Paying down the debt and modernizing
Social Security need to happen to-
gether.

It is important to take this issue up
now, especially since we have already
considered three requests for supple-
mental spending for this year, totaling
$1.36 billion.

These proposals spend the surplus
without regard to major budgetary
commitments such as Social Security.

I have long been a supporter of debt
repayment.

I believe that Federal debt retire-
ment should be a priority when deci-
sions must be made regarding a Fed-
eral budgetary surplus. That is why I
sponsored the American Debt Repay-
ment Act, which requires repayment of
the federal debt.

Likewise, I support the legislation
before us today that sets a statutory
limit on federal debt held by the pub-
lic.

We must obligate ourselves to a plan
in order to make any progress toward
paying down the debt; otherwise, the
surplus will most likely invite in-
creased spending.

Consider the impact that debt reduc-
tion would have on the fate of Social
Security.

We would be making positive changes
to ensure the solvency of Social Secu-
rity for future generations.

We would be making payments on
the national debt which is the best way
to provide flexibility and a source of
funds for changes in Social Security
that will modernize it for the genera-
tions of the next century.

So long as the federal government
carries a $5.6 trillion debt, we cannot
tell our children and grandchildren
that we have provided for their future.

By enacting this plan we will be help-
ing to preserve Social Security for fu-
ture generations.
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I hope my colleagues will join me in
supporting the Social Security lock
box to keep the Social Security surplus
safe from raids that further threaten
the financial condition of the fund.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise to
announce my position on the cloture
petition on the so-called Social Secu-
rity lockbox legislation before the Sen-
ate.

First, let me say that I am dis-
appointed with our Republican col-
leagues for making this a political
issue. The fact of the matter is that
both Democrats and Republicans in
this body believe that Social Security
surpluses should be protected and, ab-
sent extraordinary circumstances,
should be used to reduce the public
debt. Budget resolutions sponsored by
both Democrats and Republicans abid-
ed by that rule. In essence, then, the
legislation presented to us today is de-
signed as little more than a political
show vote that will give a basis for
claiming that Republicans alone are
committed to protecting Social Secu-
rity while Democrats are not. Nothing
could be more disingenuous.

Let me also say that we could use
some truth-in-advertising around here.
This is not even a true lockbox. There
are significant exceptions included in
this legislation. No. 1, the so-called
lockbox allows for adjustment of its
scriptures for emergency spending,
with the likelihood that significant de-
fense-related emergency spending will
be enacted. As one individual com-
mented, ‘‘if we don’t have an on-budget
surplus to fund emergencies, then we
adjust the debt limits to borrow from
the Trust Fund.” No. 2, it should also
be pointed out that the debt limits can
also be adjusted for whatever is deemed
Social Security reform. That is so
open-ended in my view it gives Con-
gress a loophole through which it could
easily evade the so-called lockbox alto-
gether.

What concerns me most in this pro-
posal, however, is that it gives the
American people the false impression
that this is the answer to our fiscal
problems. Instead of just resisting the
temptation to go on a tax-cutting or
spending spree, dealing honestly with
solving the long-term funding chal-
lenges in Social Security and Medicare,
and paying down our enormous debt
with the entire surplus, we claim that
the lockbox, an artificial mechanism
which only commits part of the total
surplus to reduce the debt, is the most
fiscally responsible thing we can do.
What makes this proposal all the more
disingenuous from our Republican col-
leagues is that the large tax cut that
they hope to enact threatens most our
ability to meet the scriptures of the so-
called lockbox.

In the final analysis, this political
stunt isn’t worth risking the credit
worthiness of the United States.

Mr. President, I agree whole-
heartedly with the thrust of this legis-
lation that the Social Security surplus
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should be used to pay down the pub-
licly held debt, although I would com-
mit the entire surplus to that purpose.
My concern is that the proposal before
us is nothing more than an attempt to
politicize an issue on which we all
agree, and that it has the potential to
do more harm than good by risking the
credit worthiness of the United States.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President. I
rise today to express my strong opposi-
tion to Senator DOMENICI’s amendment
“The Social Security Surplus Preserva-
tion and Debt Reduction Act”. I sup-
ported the original legislation, S. 557,
which was reported out of the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs, and
would have provided guidance for the
designation of emergencies. But this
amendment uses S. 557 as a vehicle to
introduce a highly controversial and
partisan proposal on Social Security. It
also changes an important provision in
the original bill regarding emergency
designations, in a way that undermines
the bipartisan compromise which we
had reached in Committee. As Ranking
Democrat of the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs, I will limit my com-
ments to the bill we reported out of
committee, and to the reasons I object
to the changes made to those emer-
gency designation provisions.

First, I would like to provide some
background about why I support the
unamended version of S. 557, and how it
came to be reported out of the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee. Passed in
1990, the Budget Enforcement Act re-
quires that the cost of appropriations
legislation stay within spending caps
and that the cost of all other legisla-
tion satisfies the ‘‘pay-as-you-go” re-
quirements. At the time the bill was
passed, however, there was a legitimate
concern that these new limits on
spending could impede Congress’ abil-
ity to provide additional funds for
emergencies. As a result, Congress pro-
vided that if the President designates a
provision as an emergency requirement
and the Congress agrees in legislation,
then the spending caps and ‘“‘pay-go’’
limitations do not apply to that provi-
sion. Congress did not provide any
guidance regarding what constitutes an
emergency.

Not counting 1991, when emergency
spending spiked because of the Persian
Gulf War, the annual emergency ex-
penditure had ranged from $16 billion
to $5 billion before last year’s Omnibus
spending legislation set a new record,
at $21.5 billion. The emergency spend-
ing designation has been used appro-
priately in many cases. Every year
money is provided to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency to re-
spond to natural disasters such as hur-
ricanes and floods. Emergency spend-
ing has included military funding for
Operation Desert Storm and for peace-
keeping efforts in Bosnia. The emer-
gency designation has also been used to
provide funds after other cataclysmic
domestic events, such as the riots in
Los Angeles in 1992 and the terrorist
bombing in Oklahoma City in 1995. The
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1999 emergency funds addressed a wider
variety of needs than in prior years.
According to the Congressional Budget
Office, last year emergency funds were
used for the first time for increased se-
curity at U.S. embassies, for price sup-
ports for U.S. farmers, to respond to
the Year 2000 Computer problem, for
counter-drug and drug interdiction ef-
forts, for ballistic missile defense en-
hancements, and to address funding
shortfalls in the defense health pro-
gram, among other things.

While these expenses may all be le-
gitimate uses of tax dollars, Senators
on both sides of the aisle feel that some
of the past designations of emergency
spending were inappropriate, and have
been looking for a statutory solution.
The problem is the complete absence of
guidelines on what constitutes an
emergency, as well as insufficient pro-
cedural safeguards to prevent the mis-
use of the subjective emergency des-
ignation.

The provision on emergency spending
originally contained in Senator DOMEN-
1cT’s ‘‘Budget Enforcement Act of 1999
addressed this problem by establishing
a 60-vote point of order against any
emergency spending provision con-
tained in a bill, amendment, or con-
ference report. A number of Senators
in the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs, myself included, felt that the
super-majority point of order was nei-
ther necessary nor appropriate. It
would have trampled on the rights of
the Minority, and might have led to
scenarios where aid is held up in cases
of regional emergencies, particularly if
a determined bloc of senators hoped to
extract some unrelated legislative con-
cession in return for the release of
funds. We have seen cases where floods
have ravaged the river valleys of the
Dakotas, or tornadoes have decimated
swaths of countryside in just one or
two rural states. Severe droughts are
emergencies to the farmers suffering
their long-term effects, but may not
seem quite so urgent to Senators rep-
resenting other states. Allowing a reti-
cent voting bloc to hold up funding for
emergencies that are recognized by
both the President and a majority of
Senators seems to be an extreme meas-
ure to take, before having attempted a
more measured response.

Accordingly, I was quite pleased
when we were able to work out an
agreement with Senator DOMENICI and
Chairman THOMPSON regarding emer-
gency spending. Our compromise pre-
served the point of order against all
emergency spending, but converted it
from a super-majority point of order to
a simple majority point of order. The
agreement retained criteria defining
what constitutes an emergency.

The bill we reported out frames the
debate whenever an emergency expend-
iture is challenged. The bill requires
the President and congressional com-
mittees to analyze whether a proposed
emergency funding requirement is nec-
essary, sudden, urgent, unforeseen, and
not permanent. If a proposed require-
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ment does not meet one of these five
criteria, the President or committee
must justify in writing why the re-
quirement still constitutes an emer-
gency. Although the five criteria are
not binding, the existence of this new
statutory guidance, along with the ex-
planations that may be contained in
any accompanying report, will provide
an essential framework for emergency
spending designation decisions that has
heretofore been lacking. A Senator
raising a point of order against an
emergency spending designation would
have codified criteria to point to, and
the process contained in this legisla-
tion encourages more challenges of
abuses of the emergency spending des-
ignation.

After our bipartisan bill was reported
to the full Senate, Senator DOMENICI
included in his budget resolution a 60-
vote point of order against any emer-
gency designation. During the ensuing
consideration of the resolution, Sen-
ators DURBIN, BYRD and I co-sponsored
an amendment bringing back the sim-
ple-majority point of order. Senator
DOMENICI accepted this amendment
rather than hold a roll-call vote; never-
theless, our measure was subsequently
stripped out in Conference. Accord-
ingly, for the next year we will be gov-
erned by a Senate rule which requires a
super-majority to designate emer-
gencies, a rule which has not won the
approval of even a simple majority of
any Senate body.

Now we have before us an amend-
ment that goes even further than the
provision contained in the budget reso-
lution. The amendment would re-estab-
lish the 60-vote point of order against
emergency designations which had
been removed by consensus in the com-
mittee. This point of order would last
for ten years, and it would be codified
rather than be a Senate rule. For rea-
sons that are not clear, there would be
an exception for Defense emergencies,
but not for any other type of emer-
gency, including natural disasters.

Importantly, the amended point of
order applies to the emergency des-
ignation and not the spending itself. If
it is raised and sustained, the bill’s
spending for scoring purposes would be
increased, thereby potentially causing
it to exceed its allocation. That would
leave the entire bill vulnerable to a
second point of order. This potential
for procedural logjams would only
complicate Congress’ efforts to provide
adequate funding to cope with real and
pressing emergencies.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
reject the amendment to S. 557, and to
accept instead the bill originally re-
ported out of Committee, which ad-
dresses the issue of emergency designa-
tions in a sensible way, and which has
won the support of members of both
parties in the Committee.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose the measure now before the
Senate. This bill would create new
budget procedures to prevent the
spending of any surpluses attributed to
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Social Security, other than for reduc-
ing the public debt or for Social Secu-
rity reform. Although this bill is well
intended, in my view the bill is un-
likely to accomplish its objectives and,
worse, may have negative, unintended
consequences.

Before describing specific objections,
let me first commend Senator DOMEN-
101 for his leadership on the budget res-
olution and his commitment to Social
Security. The FY 2000 budget resolu-
tion that passed Congress last week
sets aside every penny of every dollar
of the $1.8 trillion in Social Security
surpluses expected over the next 10
years. This measure demonstrates un-
equivocally our commitment to pro-
tecting Social Security and to restor-
ing confidence and accountability in
Social Security’s financing.

On the other hand, the President’s
budget would spend $158 billion of the
Social Security surpluses over the next
5 years, and even more thereafter. The
differences between the President’s
budget plan and Congress’s could not
be more clear.

Mr. President, the bill now before the
Senate intends to provide additional
protections against spending so-called

“off budget’” surpluses, by, among
other things, creating a new public
debt limit.

In my view, the bill has serious sub-
stantive problems. The simple fact is
that if Congress does not authorize
spending, money cannot be spent. Debt
is issued solely to pay for spending
Congress authorizes. Indeed, Congress
delegated its exclusive constitutional
authority to borrow money on the
credit of the United States in 1917 to
the Treasury Department. Prior to
1917, Congress individually authorized
each debt issue, specifying interest
rates and maturity

Over the years, debt ceilings have
made little difference in preventing
spending or deficits. But, as those of us
who have been involved with debt ceil-
ing legislation know too well, the need
to raise the debt ceiling can and has
often created a sense of crisis. Indeed,
this bill could hamper the Federal gov-
ernment from paying its bills in a
timely manner; injure the Federal gov-
ernment’s credit standing; and limit
the Treasury’s flexibility to manage
the debt in the most efficient manner.

Having said that, the legislation be-
fore us does attempt to address some of
these problems. For example, the bill
contains exceptions for emergency
spending, recession, and war. However,
these exceptions seem to undo the very
purposes of the bill, without providing
the flexibility needed to properly man-
age the debt. Moreover, the language of
the bill ensuring the timely payment of
Social Security benefits should be
strengthened.

The best solution is to prevent spend-
ing, not to undo spending with a new
type of debt limit. Indeed, the whole
point of the 1974 Congressional Budget
Act, and subsequent budget process
legislation, has been to provide an or-
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ganized, disciplined framework for con-
sideration of the nation’s budget and of
public spending. If the current budget
procedures are not adequate to prevent
spending authorizations, new remedies
should be devised without creating a
new type of debt limit.

I received a letter from Treasury
Secretary Rubin which addresses the
pending amendment. In this letter Sec-
retary Rubin raises concern that the
amendment, if enacted, could actually
jeopardize the payment of Social Secu-
rity benefits. This concerns me as well.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print the letter from the Treas-
ury Secretary in the RECORD following
my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, let me
turn now to one other issue before clos-
ing—the importance of prompt action
on Social Security reform. The bill be-
fore us is at best intended to be a stop-
gap measure until Social Security re-
form is accomplished. Social Security
has long-term financial problems,
which the President and Congress must
address. Indeed, there is broad agree-
ment—in Congress and by the Presi-
dent—that Social Security reform is
better done sooner than later. I strong-
ly agree, although any action will re-
quire Presidential leadership and a bi-
partisan consensus in Congress.

EXHIBIT 1

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, DC, April 21, 1999.
Hon. WILLIAM ROTH,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR BILL: This letter transmits an anal-
ysis of the Social Security Surplus Preserva-
tion and Debt Reducation Act, the amend-
ment offered by Chairman Domenici and
Senators Abraham and Ashcroft to S. 557,
which is currently being debated on the Sen-
ate floor. This Act would create new statu-
tory limits on debt held by the public in ad-
dition to the existing ceiling on the total
debt held by the public and the Federal trust
funds. Our analysis indicates that this provi-
sion could preclude the United States from
meeting its financial obligations to repay
maturing debt and to make benefit pay-
ments—including Social Security checks—
and could also worsen a future economic
downturn. Let me refer you to my earlier
letter as I will not repeat here all of the con-
cerns I have with this proposal. For all of the
reasons I mention there, I would recommend
to the President that he veto this Act if it
were presented to him for his signature.

It is still my view and the view of the Ad-
ministration that fiscal restraint is best ex-
ercised through the tools of the budget proc-
ess. Debt limits should not be used as an ad-
ditional means of imposing restraint. By the
time a debt limit is reached the Government
is already obligated to make payments and
must have enough money to meet its obliga-
tions. These proposed new debt limits, de-
spite the changes made, could run the risk of
precipitating a debt crisis in the future.

The proposal makes only limited excep-
tions for unanticipated developments on the
non-Social Security side of the budget. How-
ever, the potential for forecast error is great
even for estimates made for one year in the
future, let alone for ten years. Projections of
future budget surpluses are made using hun-
dreds of assumptions, any of which is subject
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to error. Indeed, the Congressional Budget
Office (CBO) studied the errors in its own
five-year estimates and concluded that,
based on their average deviation, the annual
surplus estimate for 2004 could vary by $250
billion. Much smaller forecast errors could
cause these new debt limits to be reached.

The amendment’s shift of the effective
date from October 1 to May 1 may provide
some degree of cushion but it does not elimi-
nate the risk that the debt limit could be
reached in the normal course of business. It
reduces the debt limit just after the large
revenue bulge in April. However, the size of
the cushion and the impact of the timing
shift can be far smaller than the deviations
from surplus projections described above.

The amendment could run the risk of wors-
ening an economic downturn. The debt limit
would be suspended following two consecu-
tive quarters of real GDP growth below one
percent. However, an economic slowdown of
any duration that did not result in real
growth of less than one percent for two con-
secutive quarters could increase spending
and reduce receipts—and both CBO and OMB
estimates indicate that such a moderate
slowdown could require the borrowing of
hundreds of billions of dollars over a period
of just a few years. Absent a super-majority
vote to raise the debt limit, Congress would
need to reduce other spending or raise taxes.
Either cutting spending or raising taxes in a
slowing economy could aggravate the eco-
nomic slowdown and substantially raise the
risk of a significant recession. In addition,
there would be a lag of at least seven months
from the onset of a recession to the time
that the statistics were available to dem-
onstrate two consecutive quarters of real
growth of less than one percent. During
these seven or more months, as in the first
case, revenues would likely decline and out-
lays increase necessitating that Congress ei-
ther reduce other spending or raise taxes. In
both cases, the tax increases and spending
cuts could turn out to be inadequate to sat-
isfy all existing payment obligations and to
keep the debt under the limit, and the debt-
limit crisis could worsen.

In addition, the Act does not guarantee
that Social Security benefits will be paid as
scheduled in the event that the debt ceiling
were reached. The Act requires the Treasury
Secretary to give priority to the payment of
Social Security benefits but, if the Treasury
could no longer borrow any money, there
might not be enough cash to pay all Social
Security benefits due on a given day. We be-
lieve that all obligations of the Federal gov-
ernment should be honored. We do not be-
lieve that prioritizing payments by program
is a sound way to approach the government’s
affairs (e.g., giving Social Security payments
precedence over tax refunds or other bene-
fits, such as those for veterans). In addition,
this Act does not indicate how this complex
prioritization process should be imple-
mented, no system currently exists to do so,
and any such system would be impractical.

Clearly, there could be very serious risks
to Social Security and other benefits and to
the credit worthiness of the United States if
this Act were enacted into law. To ensure
fiscal discipline, the Administration rec-
ommends instead that the pay-go rules and
the discretionary spending caps in current
law be extended beyond FY 2002. These tools
of fiscal discipline—which do not rely on
debt limits—have been highly effective since
they were adopted in 1990 on a bipartisan
basis. I urge the Congress to consider these
provisions—rather than new debt ceilings—
as the best choice for maintaining our hard-
won fiscal discipline.

Sincerely,
ROBERT E. RUBIN.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I rise
to make a few remarks concerning the
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Social Security lockbox legislation.
Last year, as chairman of the Social
Security Subcommittee in the House of
Representatives, I introduced legisla-
tion which would have reserved 100 per-
cent of the anticipated budget sur-
pluses for Social Security.

When that bill was marked up in
committee, it was changed to 90 per-
cent. Subsequently, that bill was
passed by the full House of Representa-
tives but it was attacked viciously by
the President and our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle because it did
not protect 100 percent of the Social
Security surplus.

The bill we are considering now in
the Senate would do exactly what I
originally set out to do in 1998. It
would do exactly what the President
promised to do in 1998. It locks up the
Social Security surpluses to protect
them and to insure those surpluses are
not used for other programs, tax cuts,
or additional spending. It locks up 100
percent of the Social Security sur-
pluses—not 62 percent—not 90 per-
cent—but 100 percent. It requires that
those surpluses—and we are talking
about a lot of money, as much as $1.8
trillion over the next 10 years—are not
recycled out as debt and spent on other
Government programs as we have done
in the past.

This is a good bill. It is a good con-
cept. It pays down the debt and it pro-
tects Social Security. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill and to vote
for the motion to invoke cloture.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my profound concern
with several provisions in the Abraham
“lock box’’ amendment pending before
us here today. I share many of the ob-
jectives the sponsors of this amend-
ment portend to support, such as pre-
serving the Social Security Trust
Fund, promoting fiscal responsibility
and paying down the debt. However, 1
fear this amendment could potentially
have dangerous and disastrous effects
on our nation’s economy and Social Se-
curity.

The Abraham ‘‘lock box’ proposal es-
tablishes statutory annual, declining
limits for debt held by the public over
the next ten years, based on projec-
tions from the Congressional Budget
Office (CBO). Proponents of the amend-
ment contend that these statutory lim-
its will force a greater degree of fiscal
responsibility upon the federal govern-
ment. In order to raise the debt limit,
a 60-vote point of order in the Senate
would be required.

On the surface, this legislation may
appear to provide potential benefits to
the American economy and govern-
ment spending. However, there are sev-
eral fundamental flaws to this ap-
proach, which is why I am unable to
support the proposal.

First, the Abraham proposal relies
upon CBO budget projections to derive
the statutory public debt limits. While
CBO budget projections are an insight-
ful and beneficial tool for policy-
makers, they are in no way an exact
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measure of future budget levels. As any
economist would tell you, there are too
many uncontrolled factors that can
come into play. By CBO’s own admis-
sion, unanticipated developments in
the economy, demographics, or other
factors may alter the nations’ budget
landscape.

For instance, an assessment of CBO
budget projections between fiscal years
1988 and 1998 found that projections
were off by an average of 13 percent per
year. Looking ahead to 2004, this mar-
gin of error would mean that CBO’s
current budget projections could be off
by as much as $250 billion. Yet, under
this proposal, these inaccurate projec-
tions would become the standard.

Second, the statutory debt limits
proposed by the Abraham amendment
could make the federal government’s
responsibility to meet daily financial
obligations extremely difficult. Treas-
ury Secretary Robert Rubin has stated
that debt limits may drastically hinder
the Treasury’s ability to cover near-
term shortfalls in the government bal-
ance sheet. The government receives
revenues and makes payments on a
daily basis. Daily, weekly, or monthly
swings in cash flows can exceed bal-
ances, and under the ‘“lock box” sce-
nario, debt limits as well. If the gov-
ernment has reached the debt limit, it
would likely become necessary to tem-
porarily suspend unemployment bene-
fits, or other payments, until budget
cuts or tax increases are implemented
to make up the difference.

Third, arbitrary debt limits could ex-
asperate economic downturns. The
amendment includes a provision that
its supporters claim would lift the debt
limit during a recession, which is de-
fined as two consecutive quarters
where real economic growth is less
than one percent. However, lags in eco-
nomic reporting mean that data on
GDP growth are generally not avail-
able until several months after an eco-
nomic downturn has actually begun.

For example, the recession that
started in July 1990 was not revealed
through economic data until April 1991.
When the economy slows, unemploy-
ment compensation and other outlays
rise, while tax revenues slow or de-
cline. As a result, debt limits could be
breached more quickly. However, un-
less Congress musters 60 votes to
breach the debt limit, cutting govern-
ment expenditures or raising taxes
would be required. These delays could
push an already weak economy into a
recession.

Fourth, effective measures are al-
ready in place to ensure fiscal re-
straint. Over the last ten years, pay-as-
you go and discretionary spending caps
have been highly successful in pro-
ducing fiscal discipline without threat-
ening budget cuts or tax increases.
These enforcement mechanisms, which
were enacted as part of the Budget En-
forcement Act of 1990, have been key
elements in maintaining fiscal dis-
cipline over the past decade.
Supplementing these successful laws is
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unnecessary and may create greater
volatility in our budget process.

Lastly, I would be remiss if I did not
point out that the ‘“‘lock box’ proposal
does nothing to stimulate meaningful
Social Security reform, nor does it ex-
tend the solvency of the program. In
fact, the amendment contains a clause
that would allow money dedicated to
the payment of Social Security bene-
fits to be siphoned off for other pur-
poses, like the creation of private ac-
counts. It also completely ignores the
solvency problems facing Medicare.

Mr. President, although the ‘lock
box”’ amendment is seemingly well in-
tended, if enacted, it could dramati-
cally impact the federal government’s
ability to meet its financial obliga-
tions and react to economic downturns.
Furthermore, it could exacerbate times
of economic hardship and tie the hands
of the federal government in meeting
its financial commitments to the
American people. Most importantly,
the amendment does nothing to secure
the solvency of Social Security and
Medicare. I urge my colleagues to re-
ject this potentially harmful amend-
ment.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. MCcCCAIN. Mr. President, I am
proud to join Senators LOTT, DOMENICI,
and others in cosponsoring this amend-
ment to S. 577, The Budget Reform
Act. I was an original cosponsor along
with Senator ABRAHAM and others of
the legislation upon which the Lott-
Domenici amendment is based.

This amendment expresses clearly
our commitment to protect the Social
Security Trust Fund for current and
future beneficiaries. This legislation
reiterates the importance of adhering
to the provisions of the 1990 law that
prevented Congress and the President
from using Social Security surpluses to
mask the size of annual budget deficits.
It also urges the establishment of a
budgetary ‘‘lock box’ for Social Secu-
rity funds, with effective enforcement
mechanism, to prevent Congress and
the President from using Social Secu-
rity receipts to pay for other govern-
ment spending or to offset tax cuts.

We all have seen the predictions that
the Social Security system will be
bankrupt in 2032, short-changing the
millions of Americans who included
Social Security benefit payments in
their retirement planning. Simply
walling off the Trust Fund from deple-
tion for other purposes will not solve
this long-term problem. Clearly, we
must continue to work to find a viable
long-term solution to the financial
problems of the Social Security system
that restructures the system in a man-
ner which provides working Americans
with the opportunity, choices, and
flexibility necessary to ensure their fu-
ture retirement needs are fully met. At
the same time, we must guarantee that
everyone who has worked and invested
in the Social Security system receives
the benefits they were promised, with-
out placing an unfair burden on today’s
workers.
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Saving Social Security should not be
a partisan issue. For our parents today
and our grandchildren tomorrow, sav-
ing Social Security is too important
for politics to guide us rather than
principle. With predictions of sustained
budget surpluses for at least the next
ten years, saving Social Security
should be our first priority.

I endorse the President’s proposal to
set aside two-thirds of the estimated
$2.8 trillion non-Social Security sur-
plus to shore up the Social Security
system. However, I question whether
the President is truly wedded to saving
Social Security. His own budget shows
that he does not set aside a single
extra dollar for Social Security for at
least ten years. Instead, he spends the
surplus on new government programs.

It is also alarming that the President
feels that the government should be-
come an institutional investor in the
stock market, using Social Security
funds. The government has no business
going into business. How could the gov-
ernment bring action against a com-
pany for violating anti-trust laws if it
has a large equity investment in that
same company? And can anyone fath-
om how the forces of political correct-
ness might distort the market? Would
the government eventually become the
majority stockholder in Ben and Jer-
ry’s?

Saving Social Security has one sim-
ple objective: to guarantee that every-
one who has worked and invested in
Social Security receives the benefits
they were promised. We must establish
an effective ‘‘lock box’ to ensure that
100 percent of Social Security receipts
go to the Social Security trust fund
and stay there earning interest. We
must stop the federal government from
stealing money from the Social Secu-
rity trust fund to pay for its excessive
spending habits. Social Security is a
sacred promise which must not be bro-
ken. Fiscally responsible members of
Congress must stand up and not allow
the Federal Government to take the
hard-earned money of taxpayers and
threaten the financial security of our
nation’s retirement system.

Let me just point out that walling off
the Social Security Trust Fund and re-
serving future surpluses to ensure the
solvency of our nation’s retirement
system does not mean we can not also
have a tax cut. Americans need and de-
serve a tax cut. Federal taxes consume
nearly 21 percent of America’s gross
domestic product, the highest level
since World War II. A recent Congres-
sional Research Study found that over
the next ten years an average Amer-
ican family will pay $5,307 more in
taxes than the government needs to op-
erate. Congress did not balance the
budget so Washington spending could
grow unnecessarily at the taxpayer’s
expense. Letting the American people
keep more of their own money to spend
on their priorities will continue to fuel
the economy and help create more
small business jobs and other employ-
ment opportunities.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

We can provide meaningful tax relief
to American families and still save So-
cial Security. The Federal Government
wastes billions of dollars every year on
pork-barrel spending projects, much of
which is earmarked by powerful Mem-
bers of Congress for their home states
and districts. Just this past year, Con-
gress directed over $9 billion to special-
interest projects. We also continue to
allow businesses to use tax loopholes
and other subsidies that do not make
economic sense. According to the Pro-
gressive Policy Institute, we could eas-
ily save $200 billion over the next five
years by eliminating inequitable cor-
porate subsidies, including phasing out
operating subsidies for Amtrak and
eliminating the ethanol tax credit.

We can and should pay for tax relief
for middle-class Americans and fami-
lies with the money we throw away on
pork-barrel projects and inequitable
corporate subsidies, not money raided
from Social Security surpluses.

Mr. President, on behalf of the mil-
lions of Americans who have paid into
the Social Security system for decades
and those who are working and paying
into the system today, I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment and
demonstrate their continued commit-
ment to truly saving Social Security
for future generations.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, there
is an old saying heard quite often in
the midwest and perhaps other parts of
the country as well. The saying is
“what you see is what you get.” The
adage is as simple as it is straight-
forward. It’s a way of letting another
person know there will be no sur-
prises—good or bad—associated with
the person or object in question.
Things are pretty much as they appear.

Unfortunately, the proponents of this
legislation, the so-called ‘‘Social Secu-
rity Surplus Preservation And Debt
Reduction Act,” do not subscribe to
this plainspoken logic. In fact, quite
the contrary. What you see when you
examine their language is quite dif-
ferent from what you get when you lis-
ten to their rhetoric. They argue they
are preserving Social Security. Their
own bill language says otherwise. They
argue they are reducing the public
debt. Again, their bill language betrays
them. And finally, they argue they
have created a sound mechanism to
lock away Social Security. The Treas-
ury Department tells us differently.
Mr. President, if votes on this bill are
based on what people see and not on
what they would actually get, I am
confident this measure will be de-
feated. I strongly recommend that
course of action.

Let me state at this time that I and
every member of the Democratic cau-
cus totally support the objectives ex-
pressed by this bill’s authors. We must
ensure that every dollar of Social Se-
curity taxes is dedicated solely and ex-
clusively to Social Security benefits. I
have joined with Democrats to fight for
this principle earlier this year on the
budget resolution. Furthermore, Demo-
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crats advocate taking an additional
step. We feel Medicare also faces grave
challenges and will need additional re-
sources to ensure that radical reform is
not necessary. The Democratic alter-
native to the bill before us today locks
away every dollar of Social Security
and helps Medicare. It does so in a se-
cure manner that will not threaten the
fiscal stability of this country.

Unless there is a change in the cur-
rent procedural situation, Democrats
will be precluded from getting a vote
on our proposal at this time. If the pro-
ponents of this legislation were truly
interested in a serious, substantive de-
bate on how to protect Social Security
and Medicare, they would not, as a
first step, seek to limit Senators’
rights to offer amendments. There is
only one reason you would stack the
deck in this manner on such an impor-
tant bill before the Senate could even
begin debating the merits of the legis-
lation. That reason is partisan politics.
The proponents of this bill have de-
cided they would rather play politics
with this issue than work together to
produce good policy. Only by voting
against cloture will Senators be al-
lowed to work their will and offer im-
provements or substitutes to the Re-
publican bill.

I would like to spend a few moments
discussing my concerns about the spe-
cifics of the Republican bill. To do
that, I must take a brief look back.
Earlier this year, we witnessed an
event that many members of Congress,
indeed many Americans, never thought
we would see in our lifetimes. After
decades of deficits and trillions of debt,
the Congressional Budget Office issued
its fiscal report projecting budget sur-
pluses as far as the eye could see. Ac-
cording to CBO, surpluses would total
$2.6 trillion, including $787 billion in
non-Social Security surpluses. Over 15
years, these totals would reach $4.6
trillion and $1.8 trillion, respectively.
Democrats proposed on the budget res-
olution last month that we lock away
every penny of the $2.8 trillion Social
Security surplus and set aside close to
$700 billion of the remaining surplus to
keep our commitments to Medicare.
Republicans opposed this approach
then, and their actions today indicate
they have not changed their minds. A
$4.6 trillion surplus and the Repub-
licans continue to say nothing for
Medicare. Not a dollar. Not a dime.

This attitude might be somewhat
easier to explain if the Republican bill
truly set aside the $2.8 trillion in sur-
plus Social Security taxes for Social
Security benefits. Unfortunately, Mr.
President, the title of the bill notwith-
standing, the Republican proposal fails
to preserve Social Security taxes for
Social Security benefits. What is the
basis for my assertion? Take a look at
page 16 of the Republican bill. This
page contains language that all Social
Security taxes will be set aside unless
Congress enacts ‘‘Social Security Re-
form Legislation.” And what is ‘“‘Social
Security Reform Legislation”? Read-
ing from the Republican bill, ‘‘[it]
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means a bill or joint resolution that is
enacted into law and includes a provi-
sion stating the following: Social Secu-
rity Reform Legislation. For the pur-
poses of the Social Security Surplus
Preservation and Debt Reduction Act,
this act constitutes Social Security re-
form legislation.”

In other words, Social Security Re-
form is anything a majority of Con-
gress says it is. And, once declared,
this same majority can spend Social
Security taxes on anything they
choose. Far from setting aside Social
Security taxes for Social Security and
paying off the national debt, this lan-
guage allows its supporters to use
these proceeds to bankroll tax cuts or
other spending programs—hardly a
sound means for preserving Social Se-
curity or reducing the federal debt. If
you are serious about protecting Social
Security taxes for Social Security ben-
efits, this is not the bill for you. If you
think we should lock in debt reduction,
this bill falls short. In light of this
huge loophole, it is Orwellian for Re-
publicans to entitle their bill the So-
cial Security Surplus Preservation and
Debt Reduction Act.

My third criticism of this bill centers
on the impact its enactment would
have on the full faith and credit of the
United States government and our
economy. This bill creates new statu-
tory limits on debt held by the public.
By linking enforcement of its provi-
sions to the publicly held debt ceiling,
the Secretary of the Treasury has con-
cluded, ‘‘this provision could preclude
the United States from meeting its fi-
nancial obligations to repay maturing
debt and to make benefit payments—
including Social Security checks—and
could also worsen a future economic
downturn.” In spite of the alterations
made to the original version of this
bill, the Treasury Secretary has wisely
concluded the bill still puts at risk the
creditworthiness of the federal govern-
ment, the U.S. economy, and indeed,
Social Security itself. Not surprisingly,
Secretary Rubin recommends that the
President veto this bill.

Now the proponents of this bill have
challenged the statement that enact-
ment of their bill could threaten Social
Security payments. They point to sec-
tion 203 of their bill. This section pur-
ports to protect Social Security bene-
fits by asking the Secretary of the
Treasury to give priority to the pay-
ment of Social Security benefits if
Treasury funds are running low. Sec-
retary Rubin has looked at this provi-
sion very carefully. His conclusion?
“The act does not guarantee that So-
cial Security benefits will be paid as
scheduled in the event that the debt
ceiling were reached. . ..We do not be-
lieve that prioritizing payments by
program is a sound way to approach
the government’s affairs. In addition,
this act does not indicate how this
complex prioritization process should
be implemented, no system currently
exists to do so, and any such system
would be impractical.”
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Mr. President, clearly the bill before
us is fatally flawed. In spite of the de-
sires and remarks of its supporters, the
Social Surplus Preservation And Debt
Reduction Act actually accomplishes
neither. Social Security is not truly
preserved, and debt reduction is by no
means guaranteed. Ideally, Senators
would be able to offer amendments to
improve this bill and accomplish the
stated objectives of its supporters. Un-
fortunately, that choice is not cur-
rently before the Senate. Instead, we
are being asked to cut off debate before
it has even begun. This is an option we
can afford to pass up. I ask that my
colleagues oppose cloture.

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that each side of
the aisle be allotted 1 hour each for de-
bate on the pending amendment, and
that all time consumed to this point
count against the time limitation, and
the scheduled vote occur at the expira-
tion of that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, how much time
is that?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Let me explain.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five
minutes to a side, in answer to the
question.

Mr. ABRAHAM. In effect, we started
late, and the original plan was to have
a 2-hour discussion, equally divided,
from 9:30 until 11:30. We started 10 min-
utes late. So the purpose of this unani-
mous consent agreement would be to
add in the additional 5 minutes to each
side because of our late initiation.
That isn’t how much time is left. That
is how much time will be added to each
side because of the loss.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.
Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Minnesota
for 5 minutes to speak to the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

Mr. President, I wanted to be here
this morning to strongly support safe
deposit box legislation that would lock
in any future Social Security sur-
pluses, again only to be used for Social
Security.

That doesn’t sound like rhetoric to
me, although that is what others are
charging. But this is an effort to make
sure the surpluses for Social Security
go forward to making sure that Social
Security is going to be solvent in the
future.

I commend the Senate majority lead-
er and Senator DOMENICI for making
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this legislation a top priority. I am
pleased to join Senators ABRAHAM,
ASHCROFT, and DOMENICI to offer this
important substitute amendment.

The recently released 1999 Social Se-
curity Trustee’s Report shows the fi-
nancial status of the Social Security
Trust Funds has slightly improved due
to our strong economy.

The Trustee’s report that Social Se-
curity will begin operating in the red
in 2014, a year longer than last year’s
report, and it will go broke in 2034, two
years later than projected last year.

This does not mean we don’t need to
worry about Social Security any more,
and that future economic growth will
wipe out all of our problems with So-
cial Security as some suggest.

On the contrary, it reveals that So-
cial Security unfunded liability has in-
creased by $7562 billion, which means
Social Security is falling deeper into
debt. It makes reform of Social Secu-
rity more urgent than ever.

Although the increased surplus has
slightly pushed back the date of insol-
vency, the significant increase of un-
funded liability makes it harder to fix
Social Security. Clearly, nearly $20
trillion in unfunded liability makes So-
cial Security reform more imperative,
not less—3$20 trillion in unfunded liabil-
ity. That means $20 trillion worth of
benefits that the Government has
promised that is not available in the
Social Security Trust Funds.

That’s why we are introducing this
legislation today as an essential first
step to save and strengthen Social Se-
curity.

Mr. President, this legislation is an
enforceable mechanism to preserve the
surplus generated by Social Security.
It is designed to lock in every penny of
the $1.8 trillion Social Security surplus
in the next 10 years to be exclusively
used for Social Security.

Pending reforms, these surpluses
would retire debt held by the public to
increase cash reserves in the Social Se-
curity trust funds. This mechanism en-
sures the surplus will be used in the fu-
ture to pay for promised Social Secu-
rity benefits once retired baby boomers
threaten the solvency of the trust
funds.

Although I prefer an immediate re-
form to move Social Security to a
fully-funded retirement system, I be-
lieve this is the only way to actually
save Social Security at this time, and
to provide the dollars needed of any re-
form package in the offing.

President Clinton unveiled his Social
Security proposal under his FY 2000
budget. The bottom line of his plan is
that it allows the Government to con-
trol the retirement dollars of the
American people by investing for them.
It does nothing, however, to save So-
cial Security from bankruptcy.

Worse still, despite his rhetoric about
saving every penny for Social Security,
President Clinton has proposed to take
$158 billion in Social Security dollars
to finance Government programs unre-
lated to Social Security.



S4088

The only positive aspect of his pro-
posal is that the President has admit-
ted the insolvency of Social Security
and has recognized the power of the
markets to generate a better rate of re-
turn, and therefore improved benefits.

The fundamental problem with our
Social Security system is that it’s ba-
sically a Ponzi scheme—a pay-as-you-
go pyramid that takes the retirement
dollars of today’s workers to pay bene-
fits for today’s retirees.

It has no real assets and makes no
real investment. With changing demo-
graphics that translate into fewer and
fewer workers supporting each retiree,
the system has begun to collapse.

There is a lot of double-counting and
double talk in President Clinton’s So-
cial Security framework. The truth of
the matter is the President spends the
same money twice and claims that he
has saved Social Security.

All the President has done is create a
second set of the IOUs in the trust
fund. It is like taking the money he
owes Paul out of one pocket and apply-
ing it to the money he owes Peter in
the other pocket, and then pretending
that he has doubled his money and is
now able to pay them both.

In addition, the President has pro-
posed to spend $58 billion of Social Se-
curity money in FY 2000 for new Gov-
ernment spending. Over the next five
years, he will spend $158 billion of our
Social Security money.

President Clinton’s plan does not live
up to his claim of saving Social Secu-
rity. He has not pushed back the date
when the Social Security Trust Fund
will begin real deficit spending. That
date is still the same—2014. Social Se-
curity will have a shortfall that year
and the shortfall will continue to grow
larger year after year.

There are no longer surpluses build-
ing up in the Social Security account.
There will actually be a deficit, and the
shortfall will be $200 billion a year by
the year 2021. By the year 2048, that
deficit would run $1.5 trillion a year.

Since the government has spent the
surplus and has not set aside money to
make up for this shortfall, it will have
to raise taxes to cover the gap—some-
thing that economists estimate will re-
quire a doubling of the payroll tax.

The proposal by the President to
have the government invest a portion
of the Social Security Trust Funds is
no solution. It would give the govern-
ment unwarranted new powers over our
economy, and it will not provide retir-
ees the rate of return they deserve.

Mr. President, it’s going to take real
reform, not Washington schemes, to
help provide security in retirement for
all Americans. The first essential step
is to stop raiding from the Social Secu-
rity Trust Funds, and truly preserve
and protect the Social Security surplus
to be used exclusively for Social Secu-
rity.

This is exactly what this safe-deposit
box legislation will achieve.

Mr. President, the best part of this
legislation is that it will prevent Con-
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gress and the Administration from
spending the Social Security surplus.

As I mentioned earlier, Social Secu-
rity operates on a cash-in and cash-out
basis. In 1998, American workers paid
$489 billion into the system, but most
of the money, $382 billion, was imme-
diately paid out to 44 million bene-
ficiaries the same year.

That left a $106 billion surplus. The
total accumulated surplus in the trust
fund is $763 billion.

Unfortunately, this surplus exists
only on paper. The government has
consumed all the $763 billion for non-
Social Security related programs. All
it has are the Treasury IOUs that ‘‘fit
in four ordinary brown accordian-style
folders that one can easily hold in both
hands.”

Despite the President’s rhetoric of
using every penny of Social Security
surplus to save Social Security, last
year’s Omnibus Appropriations bill
alone spent over $21 billion of the So-
cial Security surplus.

Without the enforceable lockbox cre-
ated by this legislation, future sur-
pluses are likely to be spent to fund
other government programs, leaving
nothing for baby boomers and future
generations.

Another important component is
that this legislation would use the So-
cial Security surplus to reduce the
amount of federal debt held by the pub-
lic.

Clearly, there is a valid economic
reason to pay down the federal debt.
Although I join most economists who
agree that paying off the federal debt
with a budget surplus would not stimu-
late growth in the same way that a tax
cut would, it is still far preferable to
having the government spend all the
surplus.

Mr. President, many of us in Con-
gress agree with the President that we
should, and indeed must, devote the en-
tire Social Security surplus to saving
Social Security. However, his plan does
not do what he says while our legisla-
tion does.

Mr. President, this legislation will be
an essential first step to save and
strengthen Social Security. I urge my
colleagues to support this important
legislation.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
North Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to this Republican
lockbox for two very basic reasons: No.
1, it does nothing to extend the sol-
vency of Social Security which we all,
as Americans, ought to be concerned
about; No. 2, the so-called lockbox is
really no lockbox at all; it does not
provide the protection we need.

First, let me speak to this issue of
the extension of the financial viability
of Social Security. We know from pro-
jections that Social Security’s finan-
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cial viability is expected to last
through the year 2034. This proposal
does nothing to extend that time. It
adds no funds to the Social Security
fund at all. We have a very funda-
mental problem. This is not pocket
money we are talking about; this is
money that elderly Americans all over
this country and in North Carolina de-
pend on for their livelihood.

For example, over 90 percent of
Americans over the age of 656 depend on
Social Security and receive Social Se-
curity benefits. Nine out of ten elderly
Americans who have escaped poverty
as a result of Government or Federal
help have done so as a result of Social
Security. In my home State of North
Carolina, over half of the elderly would
be in poverty—54 percent—in the ab-
sence of Social Security.

I have a simple question and I think
it is a question the American people
ask: What will happen when the year
2034 arrives and these folks can no
longer receive their Social Security
payments? We made a promise to these
people. They spent their lives working,
doing exactly what they were obligated
to do, paying their payroll taxes. Now
the question is whether we, as a gov-
ernment, are going to meet our prom-
ise and our responsibilities to them.

There is a second fundamental prob-
lem with this proposal. The lockbox is
really no lockbox at all. It is a lockbox
with lots of keys. The problem is, those
keys are in the hands of folks who in
the past have shown a willingness to
let Social Security go to the side and
instead use the money for tax cuts and
other such things. What we need is a
real lockbox, a lockbox that cannot be
opened, a lockbox that does not have a
provision, as this bill does, that pro-
vides for Social Security reform. This
lockbox can be opened.

The elderly Americans need to know
this Social Security money is, in fact,
locked. We need to do what is nec-
essary to accomplish that. We have an
obligation to our elderly Americans.
We made them a promise. They ful-
filled their part of that obligation.

There is a fundamental question. If
we are going to lock up this Social Se-
curity money, we need to lock it up in
the correct way, in a way that it can’t
be reached. We need to do what is nec-
essary to extend the life of Social Se-
curity. We have an obligation to do
that. We have an obligation not to un-
dermine the integrity of the Social Se-
curity system. We need to meet our
promise and our obligation to elderly
Americans who spent their whole lives
working, expecting they would receive
these benefits when they retired.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 6 minutes to the Senator from
Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this
amendment before the Senate, which I
do not favor, saddens me. It is not
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being straight with the American peo-
ple. It is packaged in a way to look as
if it is protecting Social Security. It is
like a lot of products: They are pack-
aged, with a promise on the label which
may or may not describe what is inside
the package.

The package here is called a lockbox
to save Social Security. That is the
package. That is the wrapping around
the product. It is not indicative of the
product inside. What is the product in-
side? Inside the package, the so-called
lockbox package, not one penny is
added to Social Security. The Social
Security trust fund is due to expire in
roughly the year 2034. The passage of
this amendment does not extend that
by one day. There is no difference, no
change.

What is the product inside this so-
called package? What is inside is essen-
tially a provision which will be in the
law which says public debt has to de-
cline by the amount that the Congres-
sional Budget Office projects. If at any
date it does not, then the debt ceiling
is in effect. That means that Govern-
ment cannot make its payments and
meet its obligations as we bump up
against the debt ceiling.

The amendment before the Senate,
the public debt ceiling limit, declines
right along with reductions in public
debt as projected by the CBO. Why is
that a problem? It is a problem because
the debt limit is not the way we force
fiscal discipline. It is a charade. I have
been in the Senate for almost 20 years.
I have been part of many debt limit ex-
tension debates. They are very embar-
rassing, very embarrassing. The Gov-
ernment has, through the Congress,
through authorization programs, obli-
gations. Of course we have to increase
the debt limit or we don’t meet our ob-
ligations and the creditworthiness is in
jeopardy, as in 1975 when Moody put us
on a list for possible downgrade. At
that point, we were flirting with
whether or not to raise the debt limit.

Some Senators wanted to add dif-
ferent provisions. It was a political
nonargument because we all knew we
had to pass the debt. It is a game that
is being played here. That is why I
stood at the outset to say I am sad-
dened by this amendment. It is not
being straight with the American peo-
ple.

Enforce fiscal discipline by spending
less, pay-go, or through spending caps
we enact and adhere to. That is the
main reason the budget deficit declined
and now we are reaching surpluses. It
is not because of any debt limits. We
already have a total debt limit in ex-
istence—the public debt plus the debt
the Government owes to itself. We have
that. This is inside the package, a new
debt limit, which is meaningless, to-
tally meaningless, because, obviously,
if we meet the debt limit, we have to
either raise the debt limit or we do not
meet our obligations, which means we
cannot spend money we are obligated
to spend.

Social Security is supposed to be pro-
tected, but it is only a priority. If the
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debt limit is exceeded by such a great
amount, it is possible that Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries will not be receiving
their payments. It is a priority above
veterans. Veteran benefits could be cut
if we pass the debt limit.

In addition, the usual debates in the
past of whether to extend or raise debt
limit ceilings are only majority votes.
They are very, very difficult to get
even though we all know it has to hap-
pen. The amendment before the Senate
says it has to be a supermajority, 60
votes. We all know that is practically
impossible.

The honest approach to saving Social
Security and the honest approach to
fiscal discipline is to continue the pay-
go provisions, extend the caps on dis-
cretionary spending. We do our job
here because this so-called lockbox,
public debt limit provision, is not what
it is cracked up to be. The other side is
trying to make it look like they are
protecting Social Security when, in
fact, that is not what they are doing.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 30 seconds to the Senator from
California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, we don’t
have a lockbox for Social Security be-
fore the Senate. We should be clear;
this lockbox as it pertains to Social Se-
curity has no lock; it has no box. The
fact is, there is a huge, giant crack in
the box that says, ‘“‘Exception: Social
Security reform.”’

We have heard it before from the
other side of the aisle: Privatization of
Social Security. That is another way
to say end Social Security as we know
it.

My mother used to say, just because
someone says he is your friend does not
mean he is your friend. Listen to who
is speaking. Know who the true friends
of Social Security are.

Vote “no.”

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Like all the
Democrats, I strongly support the pur-
ported goal of this amendment to se-
cure the future funding of Social Secu-
rity. I, like some of the other speakers
on our side, believe this legislation is
seriously flawed. We cannot rely on
this plan to protect Social Security.

This lockbox, by any other name,
could be called a leaky sieve. First, the
amendment poses a direct threat to So-
cial Security beneficiaries. Treasury
Secretary Rubin has explained that
under the proposal, an unexpected eco-
nomic downturn could block the
issuance of Social Security checks, as
well as Medicare, veterans, and other
benefits.

Additionally, the amendment
changes a huge loophole, a minefield
that would allow Social Security con-
tributions to be diverted for purposes
other than Social Security benefits. It
is described as Social Security ‘‘re-
form” that would be exempt from the
lockbox. That tells us beware, be on
your guard, because it says something
along the way might permit us, in the
interest of reform, to divert funds that
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should be directed exclusively to Social
Security. Things suggested could be
risky privatization plans, tax cuts—
who knows what?

The second problem with the amend-
ment is that it does absolutely nothing
to protect Medicare. Instead, it allows
Congress to use what might be nec-
essary funds for Medicare on tax
breaks for wealthy individuals. I had
hoped to be able to offer an amendment
to establish a lockbox, one that is
truly locked, one that is truly secure,
to protect both Social Security and
Medicare. That lockbox proposal would
reserve all of Social Security surpluses
exclusively for Social Security, and 40
percent of the non-Social Security sur-
pluses for Medicare. Unfortunately, the
majority is unwilling to even give us
an opportunity to offer an amendment.
They are not willing to subject it to
the wishes of the Senate. Why? Is there
something they are afraid of?

Finally, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, this amendment could present
us with a Government default in the
long term. In the short term, it could
undermine our Nation’s credit standing
and increase interest costs. Ultimately,
blocked benefit payments could lead to
a world economic crisis. Our Nation
has never defaulted on an obligation
that is backed by the full faith and
credit of our country. Yet, according to
the Treasury Secretary, Bob Rubin,
who is very respected, the credit-
worthiness of the United States could
be subject to very serious risks if this
legislation were enacted, and that is
why he would recommend the Presi-
dent veto the bill if it ever reached his
desk.

We Democrats have a proposal, a
lockbox that protects both Social Se-
curity and Medicare, and our lockbox
would not require a new debt limit, and
it would not risk a default. It would
use supermajority points of order and
across-the-board cuts to guarantee en-
forcement. That is a better, more re-
sponsible approach. Unfortunately, the
majority is not going to give us an op-
portunity to present our plan to the
Senate. I do not think it is right. I wish
we could have a reversal of the major-
ity opinion or the majority view on
that.

Social Security lockbox legislation is
a new proposal. It has not gone through
a committee. It has not been subjected
to hearings. In fact, it was not even in-
troduced until a couple of days ago,
and it resulted from a conference in the
privacy of a single room. Yet the ma-
jority is using parliamentary tricks to
prevent us from offering any amend-
ments to improve the bill. It is not the
right way to do business, especially
given the high stakes involved both for
Social Security and for our entire
country. So I am going to ask my col-
leagues to oppose cloture on this legis-
lation. Let us continue this debate. Let
us find out what really is in this pro-
posal. Let us make it a real lockbox,
not one that could be threatening So-
cial Security benefits and does not do
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anything for Medicare and risks our
national credit.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
yield myself an initial 5 minutes, and if
the Chair will let me know when that
time is reached, we will see how much
time is remaining to speak.

I have had the pleasure of listening
now for about 3 days to a variety of
criticisms raised by the other side of
the aisle on this amendment, almost
all of which are baseless in every con-
ceivable way. Some of them, I think,
are caused by failure to read it, some
because of a reliance on letters re-
ceived from the Department of Treas-
ury before it had even been drafted,
and some for reasons that are frankly,
to me, still confusing—the most recent
being the comments of the distin-
guished ranking member of the Budget
Committee that they have had no op-
portunity to address the issue. What we
have before us is cloture on this
amendment, not cloture on this bill. If
cloture is invoked, then we will go ulti-
mately to a vote on this amendment,
and once it is dispensed with, up or
down, the bill will still be available for
amendment. If there are better lockbox
proposals or alternative proposals,
there will be an opportunity for that.

Let me also say, this Senator cer-
tainly is receptive to, and anxious to
hear from, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury or anybody else with respect to
ways to perfect the approach we have
taken. But what we have tried to do is
simply put into a legislative form that
which we passed as part of our budget
resolution on a 99-0 vote. What that
said, very simply, was we were going to
reduce the Federal debt held by the
public because it is a national priority;
that Social Security surpluses should
be used for Social Security reform, or
to reduce the debt held by the public
and should not be used for any other
purpose.

Mr. President, 99 people voted for
this. Now, all of a sudden, we hear that
having the words ‘‘Social Security re-
form” in this amendment is some kind
of diabolical plot; or using the Social
Security surplus to pay down the na-
tional debt is somehow a threat to the
economy. If people believe that, I can-
not imagine why they voted in the first
place 99-0 for this amendment when it
was offered by myself and others dur-
ing the budget resolution debate. The
only thing that has happened since
then is that we have tried to put into
legislative context that which every-
body said they were for. If there are
criticisms of this, I think they would
have to be technical ones because the
basic principles that were voted on 99-
0 are exactly what are embodied in this
amendment before us today.

We recently heard the statement:
Who are the real friends of Social Secu-
rity? We will find that out here in a
few minutes. The question will be this,
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and this will be a question for seniors
and those who will soon be recipients
of Social Security benefits to answer
for themselves: Are your friends the
people who want to make sure the So-
cial Security surpluses are protected
from being spent or used for other Gov-
ernment programs or tax cuts or any-
thing other than to reduce the national
debt? Or are your friends the people
who want to spend the Social Security
surplus, such as the President proposed
in his budget, or those who will vote
against a provision, this amendment,
that would protect the surpluses from
being spent?

Every time I talk to seniors in my
State, I hear complaints that we have
plundered the Social Security trust
fund and spent those dollars on other
things. This amendment is designed to
put an end to that, to require 60 Sen-
ators to stand on this floor and to vote
to spend Social Security money on
something other than Social Security.
Yet all of a sudden we find all kinds of
excuses to oppose that.

We will let the seniors decide who
their friends really are. I think for too
long we have seen these surplus dollars
spent on other Government programs.
It is time for that to stop. It is time for
those dollars to be protected, to be
used to pay down the public debt, or
used as part of a Social Security mod-
ernization program. And that is not
going to happen until we have bipar-
tisan consensus on such a program.

In the meantime, do we send those
dollars off to other priorities in the
budget, or do we put them into the re-
duction of the publicly held debt so
that we, in fact, strengthen the econ-
omy, reduce our interest payments,
and make more funds available in the
future for Social Security when it will
need it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the entire text
of Senate Amendment No. 143, as well
as the results of the Senate vote on
that amendment be entered in the
RECORD following my remarks.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:

AMENDMENT No. 143
SEC. XX. FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE
PROTECTION OF THE SOCIAL SECU-
RITY SURPLUSES.

(a) The Congress finds that—

(1) Congress and the President should bal-
ance the budget excluding the surpluses gen-
erated by the Social Security trust funds;

(2) reducing the federal debt held by the
public is a top national priority, strongly
supported on a bipartisan basis, as evidenced
by Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-
span’s comments that debt reduction ‘‘is a
very important element in sustaining eco-
nomic growth,” as well as President Clin-
ton’s comments that it ‘‘is very, very impor-
tant that we get the government debt down”’
when referencing his own plans to use the
budget surplus to reduce federal debt held by
the public;

(3) according to the Congressional Budget
Office, balancing the budget excluding the
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surpluses generated by the Social Security
trust funds will reduce debt held by the pub-
lic by a total of $1,723,000,000,000 by the end
of fiscal year 2009, $417,000,000,000, or 32 per-
cent, more than it would be reduced under
the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget sub-
mission;

(4) further according to the Congressional
Budget Office, that the President’s budget
would actually spend $40,000,000,000 of the So-
cial Security surpluses in fiscal year 2000 on
new spending programs, and spend
$158,000,000,000 of the Social Security sur-
pluses on new spending programs from fiscal
year 2000 through 2004; and

(5) Social Security surpluses should be
used for Social Security reform or to reduce
the debt held by the public and should not be
used for other purposes.

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the
functional totals in this concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget assume that Congress
shall pass legislation which—

(1) Reaffirms the provisions of section 13301
of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1990 that provides that the receipts and dis-
bursements of the Social Security trust
funds shall not be counted for the purposes
of the budget submitted by the President,
the congressional budget, or the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, and provides for a Point of Order
within the Senate against any concurrent
resolution on the budget, an amendment
thereto, or a conference report thereon that
violates that section.

(2) Mandates that the Social Security sur-
pluses are used only for the payment of So-
cial Security benefits, Social Security re-
form or to reduce the federal debt held by
the public, and not spent on non-Social Secu-
rity programs or used to offset tax cuts.

(3) Provides for a Senate super-majority
Point of Order against any bill, resolution,
amendment, motion or conference report
that would use Social Security surpluses on
anything other than the payment of Social
Security benefits, Social Security reform or
the reduction of the federal debt held by the
public.

(4) Ensures that all Social Security bene-
fits are paid on time.

(56) Accommodates Social Security reform
legislation.
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NOT VOTING—1
Lugar

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
thank you, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eleven
minutes and about 5 seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. And then we vote, is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, me
thinks they doth protest too much.
That is my paraphrasing of what some
great writer said applying it in the sin-
gular. I am applying it in the plural.

First of all, I recall vividly my very
good friend and one-time chairman of
the Budget Committee coming to the
floor of the Senate with a big sign that
said: “‘Quit embezzling Social Security
money.” In fact, he said embezzlement
is what is happening when we use their
trust fund money for Government.
Isn’t it interesting that there are many
Senators who at least feel that way
enough to talk about it as embezzle-
ment or stealing money from the sen-
ior citizens?

Today, the seniors ought to ask: If it
is embezzlement, what are you all
going to do to prevent the embezzle-
ment from continuing? The answer is
going to be: Little or nothing, because
whatever you try to do that is really
serious and makes it hard to embezzle,
they have some reason on that side of
the aisle for not doing it.

If you think this Senator, who has
listened attentively and asked his staff
to summarize the arguments on that
side, is not frustrated when he hears,
first, that a financial crisis will occur—
let me tell you, the seniors think a fi-
nancial crisis has already occurred be-
cause we are taking their money and
spending it for Government.

Secretary Rubin, for whom I have the
highest respect, who does not want to
tie the future debt limit of the United
States to whether or not you use this
Social Security trust fund, has written
a letter and, essentially, the letter says
he needs more flexibility because the
money does not come in every month
at the same level. We gave him the
flexibility. Read the statute before
you. If Secretary Rubin is worried
about that, we gave him the flexibility.

Now he raises a new argument: We
may not be able to pay Social Security
beneficiaries—an absurd argument. But
we gave him the authority in this stat-
ute. We said if that the Secretary
should give payments of Social Secu-
rity checks priority.

We thought we clearly took care of
the most significant problem and con-
cern of the Secretary of the Treasury.

Then we hear: You have done nothing
to extend the solvency of Social Secu-
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rity. Of course, we haven’t. We said
don’t touch their fund until you have a
reform package that helps with the sol-
vency of Social Security, and if you
have that, you can use it for that.

Why wouldn’t the senior citizens like
that? Do they want us to just leave it
there or they want us to use it in case
we need it for Social Security reform
or transition? Of course, that is an ar-
gument in favor of this statute, not
against it.

Then we were accused of perhaps put-
ting Medicare in this Social Security
trust fund. That was last week. It
should just be for Social Security.
Right? That was the big argument. We
made it just for Social Security.

Now what is the argument? You did
not take care of Medicare. This money
does not belong to Medicare. This
money belongs to Social Security. If
you want to take care of Medicare,
take care of it another way. Do not use
the Social Security money for Medi-
care.

Last week, the Democrats were say-
ing that lockbox is not going to be
good because you might be able to use
the money for Medicare. We agreed
with them. We did not put it in this
statute. Now we are not doing enough
for Medicare.

Then we are accused of making this
Government live on too rigid a budget
for the appetite for spending or tax
cuts. We are being accused of tying the
hands too tightly.

What do we do? We say, OK, we want
to be reasonable about this. If we have
a recession for two quarters, then this
does not apply. Who would want this to
apply in the middle of a recession if
you needed money for unemployment
compensation? Of course, you would
not want it to. If you needed to do
something to help the economy come
up so the Social Security program
would be helped by recovery and pros-
perity, who would object to that?

Put that alongside of having no
lockbox so you could use it for any-
thing, like the President wanted to in
his budget. It is amazing. The Presi-
dent wants to spend $158 billion of this
trust fund for just programs, not emer-
gencies, not a war, just for programs to
expand on the Government. You can
count on it, seniors. You cannot do
that if this lockbox is put in effect.
You will have to find the money in
other program cuts or do something
else, but you could not use it.

We also said, if there is a war, if
there is an emergency with reference
to the defense of our country, you
could use it, but not for ordinary ex-
penditures of Government.

I remind everyone, this is a lot of
money, $1.8 trillion going in this trust
fund over a decade which belongs to
the seniors and takes down our na-
tional debt while it sits there waiting
for us to use it for Social Security pur-
poses only. Now we have somebody ar-
guing it may be some new Social Secu-
rity program that just Republicans
want that you would use it for. That is
kind of preposterous.

S4091

When you have a reform Social Secu-
rity program, it is going to have to
clear both Houses of Congress and be
signed by a President. It is obviously
going to be a good program. Seniors
are going to be watching it. But that is
what we think this money ought too be
used for.

As I view it, everybody on both sides
of the aisle and the White House talk
about not using this trust fund for any-
thing but Social Security. I worked
very hard to find a way that will clear-
ly say: You can’t do it; you can’t spend
it; you need 60 votes, and you are going
to have to increase the debt limit in
order to spend this money.

I thought that was something every-
body would like. Frankly, I thought
those running across America saying,
“We want to take care of Social Secu-
rity,” would not be for this.

Do you know what I think? I think it
is just too tight a lockbox. It is not a
loose lockbox like they are talking
about. It is too tight. You are not
going to be able to embezzle from it
anymore. You are not going to be able
to rob from it anymore. You are not
going to be able—if you do not think it
was embezzlement or robbery; if you
just think we were spending the
money—you are not going to be able to
spend the money anymore.

What is wrong with that? I believe
that is exactly what we ought to do.
Frankly, I anxiously await the vote. I
do not believe we will get cloture, but
everybody knows by not giving us clo-
ture, the Democratic side of this Sen-
ate is clearly saying: We want to make
sure you cannot spend the money, but
don’t make too sure that we can’t
spend the money; don’t make it too
certain that we can’t spend the money;
just leave a little bit open there so in
case we need it, we can spend it, be-
cause we would like some new pro-
grams or we would like to cut taxes.

Actually, this applies to tax cuts,
too. You cannot use it for tax cuts be-
cause it says in there what it can be
used for and nothing else.

I thank everyone for the debate. It
has probably been a healthy one. In
particular, I thank Senator ABRAHAM,
a valid member and respected member
of our Budget Committee. He is the
principal sponsor of this proposal. I
think he has carried the load admi-
rably on the floor, and I thank him for
his efforts.

Mr. President, do I have any time re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Would Senator LAU-
TENBERG like 1 minute of my time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That would be
vVery generous.

Mr. DOMENICI. I give the Senator 1
minute of my time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Thank you, Mr.
President.

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee knows his products very well.
But I am forced to ask this question,
and that is whether or not, under any
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stretch of view, Social Security reform
could include a tax cut measure, per-
haps in the interest of raising some re-
tirement benefit that someone might
have?

Mr.
no.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. So it could only
be used for Social Security reform,
which would mean what?

Mr. DOMENICI. It means any pro-
grammatic reform that the Congress of
the United States passed and a Presi-
dent signed that increases the lon-
gevity of the trust fund and makes the
Social Security program available for
longer periods of time, increasing the
solvency of the fund and guaranteeing
the payments.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me close this. If
nobody objects, we can vote 30 seconds
early.

I thank everybody for their partici-
pation. From my standpoint, I wish we
had a reform-Social-Security package
before us. That is my wish. But since
we do not, we ought to leave the money
there until we do. I hope everybody un-
derstands it is easy to make excuses; it
is hard to come up with things that
will really lock this money up. We have
one before us today.

I yield back my time. And obviously,
the yeas and nays have been ordered;
have they not?

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, pursuant to rule
XXII, the Chair lays before the Senate
the pending cloture motion, which the
clerk will state.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

DOMENICI. No, unequivocally

CLOTURE MOTION

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the pend-
ing amendment No. 254 to Calendar No. 89, S.
557, a bill to provide guidance for the des-
ignation of emergencies as part of the budget
process:

Trent Lott, Pete V. Domenici, Ben
Nighthorse Campbell, Jeff Sessions,
Kay Bailey Hutchison, Craig Thomas,
Slade Gorton, Chuck Hagel, Spencer
Abraham, Thad Cochran, Pat Roberts,

Conrad Burns, Christopher S. Bond,
John Ashcroft, Jon Kyl, and Mike
DeWine.
VOTE
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on amendment No. 254
to Senate bill 557, a bill to provide
guidance for the designation of emer-
gencies as part of the budget process,
shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are required under
the rule. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is
absent due to surgery.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New York
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) would vote ‘‘no.”
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The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 54,
nays 45, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 90 Leg.]

YEAS—bH4
Abraham Fitzgerald McCain
Allard Frist McConnell
Ashcroft Gorton Murkowski
Bennett Gramm Nickles
Bond Grams Roberts
Brownback Grassley Santorum
Bunning Gregg Sessions
Burns Hagel Shelby
Campbell Hatch Smith (NH)
Chafee Helms Smith (OR)
Cochran Hutchinson Snowe
Collins Hutchison Specter
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Jeffords Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
DeWine Lott Thurmond
Domenici Lugar Voinovich
Enzi Mack Warner
NAYS—45
Akaka Edwards Levin
Baucus Feingold Lieberman
Bayh Feinstein Lincoln
Biden Graham Mikulski
Bingaman Harkin Murray
Boxer Hollings Reed
Breaux Inouye Reid
Bryan Johnson Robb
Byrd Kennedy Rockefeller
Cleland Kerrey Roth
Conrad Kerry Sarbanes
Daschle Kohl Schumer
Dodd Landrieu Torricelli
Dorgan Lautenberg Wellstone
Durbin Leahy Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Moynihan

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 54, the nays are 45.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

———————

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 96

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now
turn to the consideration of Calendar
No. 34, S. 96 regarding an orderly reso-
lution to the Y2K problems.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. HOLLINGS. I object.

———————

Y2K ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. LOTT. I now move to proceed to
S. 96, and send a cloture motion to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the motion to
proceed to Calendar No. 34, S. 96, the Y2K
legislation:

Trent Lott, John  McCain, Rick
Santorum, Spencer Abraham, Judd
Gregg, Pat Roberts, Wayne Allard, Rod
Grams, Jon Kyl, Larry Craig, Bob
Smith, Craig Thomas, Paul Coverdell,
Pete Domenici, Don Nickles, and Phil
Gramm.
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Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I regret
having to file a cloture motion on this
important piece of legislation. How-
ever, we need to have a vote on Monday
afternoon so that Members will be
here. We can have committee meetings
hopefully Monday and Tuesday.

We have a number of very important
issues that need to be considered by
committees. We need to move forward
on the now two supplemental appro-
priations requests that we have. So we
are going to have a vote on Monday in
any case.

But also I think this is very impor-
tant legislation in and of itself. It is
important that we get up and get start-
ed on the discussion. I had hoped we
could actually work on it today and to-
morrow. But because of the NATO
meeting and the congestion and the
concerns about access to and from the
Capitol, we will not be in session on to-
morrow. That gives the Members who
are working together—Senator MCCAIN
I know is working with others, Senator
BIDEN, Senator DobpD—time to try to
work out some of the remaining prob-
lems on this legislation.

We can go forward with this cloture
vote on Monday afternoon. Or, if some-
thing is worked out where it is not nec-
essary, we could still vitiate the clo-
ture vote.

We need to get this done. This is ur-
gent. The clock is ticking. We are mov-
ing towards 2000. This liability, this
problem, is hanging over us like a
sword. I think it is important that we
go forward. I hope that next week—
Tuesday or Wednesday, certainly—we
will be in the substance of the bill and
we can get to a final conclusion on the
substance.

I encourage Members on both sides of
the aisle to work together to see if we
can’t resolve this issue and move it on
into conference.

I thank Senator MCCAIN, Senator
HATCH, and Senators from both sides
who have been working on it.

Having said that, I ask unanimous
consent that Friday be considered the
intervening day under the provisions of
rule XXII.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could,
if there was not an objection, I would
be glad to yield to the Senator from
Massachusetts for a question.

May I confirm that there is not an
objection to that request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would be
glad to yield to the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the majority leader for yielding. I sim-
ply wanted to inform him, I wasn’t on
the floor at the moment the objection
was raised to the Senate proceeding as
Senator McCAIN hoped to do.

I want to say that I had a discussion
with Senator MCCAIN, Senator DODD,
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Senator HOLLINGS, and others. A bona
fide effort is being made right now to
work with the technology community
as well as with the legal community. I
think there is the capacity to come to-
gether around some form of com-
promise.

I thank Senator McCAIN for his lead-
ership on this. I think it may be pos-
sible within hours to come together
around something.

Mr. LOTT. That is certainly my
hope. It is encouraging that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts would say
that.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Will
guished Senator yield?

Mr. LOTT. Yes. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. We are trying to
work out the matter of the quorum call
that is required with, of course, the
vote on Monday. I would have to object
to dispensing with that call for a
quorum on Monday, and maybe we can
change it by the end of the afternoon.
I am trying to check around right now.

The Senator from Arizona doesn’t
mind, does he?

Mr. McCAIN. No. I will always do
what the Senator from South Carolina
says.

(Laughter.)

Mr. LOTT. Did the Senator from
South Carolina have anything further
he wanted to say?

Mr. HOLLINGS. No. That is all.

Mr. LOTT. Then I will go ahead and
ask unanimous consent that the clo-
ture vote occur at 5 p.m. on Monday,
and that the mandatory quorum under
rule XXII be waived.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I object to the man-
datory waiver of the quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LOTT. Of course under the re-
quest that has already been agreed to
and under the rules of the Senate, we
will have a vote on Monday afternoon.
It is just a question of time. I know
there is an effort here to try to set the
schedule at a later time.

I remind Senators that I wrestle with
this all the time. For every two Sen-
ators you are trying to protect who
won’t get here until 6, you are hurting
a couple of Senators who may have to
leave at 5:30. This is a very delicate
dance.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I understand. That is
why we are calling around now trying
to work it out with the leader. He just
hasn’t gotten it worked out yet.

Mr. LOTT. I hope the Senator would
keep in mind that we are going to be
squeezed on both ends. We will try to
work out a time that benefits the max-
imum number of Senators. But if you
go into the night beyond 6 o’clock, you
have all kinds of problems on the other
side of the issue.

With that, I yield the floor. Mr.
President, we are ready to proceed with
the debate on the issue.

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

the distin-
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Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, obvi-
ously I am disappointed that we did
not proceed to S. 96. I am encouraged
by the comments of the Senator from
Massachusetts and others. The Senator
from Oregon and I are continuing to
have a dialog also with the Senator
from Connecticut, Mr. DobpD, and, of
course, with the distinguished Demo-
crat on the committee, Senator HOL-
LINGS.

So I hope we can come to some agree-
ment. I am given occasionally to
flights of rhetoric, but the fact is, this
is a very, very serious issue and one
that we really cannot delay too much
longer. The clock is ticking. We need
to move forward. There may be some
differences. I don’t think anybody be-
lieves that we need to do something de-
structive.

This problem is critically important.
The potential for litigation to over-
whelm the judicial system for the most
egregious cases involving Y2K prob-
lems is very real. Litigation costs have
been estimated as high as $1 trillion.
Certainly the burden of paying for liti-
gation will be distributed to the public
in the form of increased costs in tech-
nological goods and services.

The potential drain on the Nation’s
economy and the world’s economy from
fixing computer systems and respond-
ing to litigation is staggering. While
the estimates being circulated are
speculative, the costs of making the
corrections in all the computer sys-
tems in the country are astronomical.
Chase Manhattan Bank has been
quoted as spending $250 million to fix
problems with its 200 million lines of
affected computer codes. The esti-
mated costs of fixing the problem in
the United States ranges from $200 bil-
lion to $1 trillion. The resources which
would be directed to litigation are re-
sources that would not be available for
continued improvements in tech-
nology-producing new products and
maintaining the economy that sup-
ports the United States position as a
world leader.

Time is of the essence. If the bill is
going to have the intended effect of en-
couraging proactive prevention and re-
mediation of Y2K problems, it has to be
passed quickly. This bill will have lim-
ited value if it is to be passed after the
August recess. I urge my colleagues to
vote for cloture on Monday when we
move forward with that.

I have a number of letters, studies,
and a lot of information I will present
when we move to the bill. I will be very
clear. From the technology network,
we have letters of support from Cisco
Systems, Intel, Microsoft, American
Online, Merrill Lynch, Novell, Adobe
Systems, Alexander Ogilvy Public Re-
lations Worldwide, Platinum Software,
American Electronics Association, Ma-
rimba, Inc., NVCA, Kleiner Perkins
Caulfield & Byers, LSI Logic—the list
goes on and on.

This is an important issue to the
high-tech industry in America. It is
very important. It is of critical impor-
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tance as to how these corporations
that are leading the American econ-
omy are able to proceed with the busi-
ness of business rather than the busi-
ness of litigation.

I hope all of my colleagues will sup-
port this legislation and that we can
move forward. As the Senator from
Connecticut will state, we still have
differences but we are working hard on
working those out with the Senator
from Oregon, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, and of course, the much es-
teemed Senator from South Carolina,
Mr. HOLLINGS.

I see my other colleagues would like
to make comments on this very impor-
tant issue. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I'1l be brief
because I know my colleagues from Or-
egon and South Carolina and others
may want to speak on this. I think
there is a need to try to come up with
some legislation to minimize what
could be runaway litigation in this Na-
tion. There have already been some 80
lawsuits, many of them class action
lawsuits, filed on the Y2K issue.

I think all of my colleagues are
aware that the leaders asked Senator
BENNETT of Utah and myself to chair
this Special Committee of the Senate
to examine the Y2K problem. We have
been working for well over a year. We
have had some 17 hearings in which we
have invited various sectors of our
economy —both private and public—to
give their assessment of how the reme-
diation efforts are progressing and the
condition of our institutions. Both of
us, I think, feel confident that things
are progressing well, that we are not
going to have as much of a problem as
we thought a few months ago, but that
there still could be difficulties. Y2K
issues internationally may be a much
greater problem than those here at
home.

There is a report out which has been
sent to each and every Senate office,
which I encourage our colleagues to
take a look at to get a sense of how the
issue is progressing. It is an open-ended
question whether we are going to have
a whole new area of litigation here—
unwarranted litigation—which could
destroy some small companies that
lack the capacity to take on the kind
of predatory lawsuits that too often do
more damage than good.

Simultaneously, I adamantly oppose
any legislation to try to use this issue
as a way of rewriting the tort laws of
the country. This ought not to be that
kind of vehicle. There is a legitimacy
to the Y2K problem, but no one should
think it possible to take advantage of
the Y2K problem to achieve tort reform
beyond the scope of the